S. HrG. 114-802

EXAMINING THE JCPOA (JOINT
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN OF ACTION)

HEARINGS

BEFORE THE

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS
UNITED STATES SENATE

ONE HUNDRED FOURTEENTH CONGRESS

CUMULATIVE

JANUARY 21, JUNE 3, 24, 25, JULY 23, 29, 30,
AUGUST 4, 5, AND DECEMBER 17, 2015
JANUARY 20, APRIL 5, JULY 14, AND DECEMBER 6, 2016

Printed for the use of the Committee on Foreign Relations

&R

Available via the World Wide Web:
http://www.govinfo.gov



EXAMINING THE JCPOA (JOINT COMPREHENSIVE PLAN OF ACTION)



S. HrG. 114-802

EXAMINING THE JCPOA (JOINT
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN OF ACTION)

HEARINGS

BEFORE THE

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS
UNITED STATES SENATE

ONE HUNDRED FOURTEENTH CONGRESS

CUMULATIVE

JANUARY 21, JUNE 3, 24, 25, JULY 23, 29, 30,
AUGUST 4, 5, AND DECEMBER 17, 2015
JANUARY 20, APRIL 5, JULY 14, AND DECEMBER 6, 2016

Printed for the use of the Committee on Foreign Relations

&R

Available via the World Wide Web:
http://www.govinfo.gov

U.S. GOVERNMENT PUBLISHING OFFICE
26-590 PDF WASHINGTON : 2018



COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS
114TH CONGRESS—FIRST SESSION

January 6, 2015 to April 1, 2015
BOB CORKER, TENNESSEE, Chairman

JAMES E. RISCH, Idaho ROBERT MENENDEZ, New Jersey
MARCO RUBIO, Florida BARBARA BOXER, California

RON JOHNSON, Wisconsin BENJAMIN L. CARDIN, Maryland
JEFF FLAKE, Arizona JEANNE SHAHEEN, New Hampshire
CORY GARDNER, Colorado CHRISTOPHER A. COONS, Delaware
DAVID PERDUE, Georgia TOM UDALL, New Mexico

JOHNNY ISAKSON, Georgia CHRISTOPHER MURPHY, Connecticut
RAND PAUL, Kentucky TIM KAINE, Virginia

JOHN BARRASSO, Wyoming EDWARD J. MARKEY, Massachusetts

LeEsTER E. MUNSsoN 111, Staff Director
Jobr B. HERMAN, Democratic Staff Director
JAMIL JAFFER, Majority Chief Counsel
MARGARET TAYLOR, Minority Chief Counsel
JOHN DUTTON, Chief Clerk

April 2, 2015 to December 18, 2015
BOB CORKER, TENNESSEE, Chairman

JAMES E. RISCH, Idaho BENJAMIN L. CARDIN, Maryland
MARCO RUBIO, Florida BARBARA BOXER, California

RON JOHNSON, Wisconsin ROBERT MENENDEZ, New Jersey
JEFF FLAKE, Arizona JEANNE SHAHEEN, New Hampshire
CORY GARDNER, Colorado CHRISTOPHER A. COONS, Delaware
DAVID PERDUE, Georgia TOM UDALL, New Mexico

JOHNNY ISAKSON, Georgia CHRISTOPHER MURPHY, Connecticut
RAND PAUL, Kentucky TIM KAINE, Virginia

JOHN BARRASSO, Wyoming EDWARD J. MARKEY, Massachusetts

Tobpb WOMACK, Staff Director
Job1 B. HERMAN, Democratic Staff Director
CHRIS FORD, Majority Chief Counsel
MARGARET TAYLOR, Minority Chief Counsel
JOHN DUTTON, Chief Clerk

(ID



CONTENTS

Page

January 21, 2015

IRAN NUCLEAR NEGOTIATIONS:
STATUS OF TALKS AND THE ROLE OF CONGRESS

This hearing was printed under a separate cover and can be found at the
link below.

https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/CHRG-114shrg97532/pdf/CHRG-
114shrg97532.pdf

June 3, 2015

IMPLICATIONS OF THE IRAN NUCLEAR AGREEMENT
FOR U.S. PoLICY IN THE MIDDLE EAST

Hon. Bob Corker, U.S. Senator From Tennessee ........cc.ccccccoevevivveeeeeeeeciineeeeeeeeenns 1
Hon. Benjamin L. Cardin, U.S. Senator From Maryland ..........cccccocoovvvciiennnne. 3
Hon. James Jeffrey, Philip Solondz Distinguished Visiting Fellow, The Wash-
ington Institute for Near East Policy, Washington, DC .............cccovviveieennnns 5
Prepared statement ..........coccoiiiiiiiiiiiii e 6
Hon. Martin Indyk, Executive Vice President, Brookings Institution, Wash-
ington, DC ........cccoeennee. 8
Prepared statement 0

June 24, 2015
LESSONS LEARNED FrROM PAST WMD NEGOTIATIONS

Hon. Bob Corker, U.S. Senator From Tennessee .........ccccccccoevvvvveeeeeeieeiiivveeeeeeeenns 45
Hon. Benjamin L. Cardin, U.S. Senator From Maryland ...........cccccoocvveiiinnnnnnn. 46
William H. Tobey, senior fellow, Belfer Center for Science and International
Affairs, John F. Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University, Cam-
Bridge, MA .ottt et et e e nb e eaaeenteennaas 48
Prepared statement ............ccooociiiiiiiiiiiii e 49
Dr. Graham Allison, director, Belfer Center for Science and International
Affairs, Douglas Dillon Professor of Government, John F. Kennedy School
of Government, Harvard University, Cambridge, MA .........cccccvvviiiernieeennnnns 52
Prepared statement ..........c.cocooiiieeiiiiiiiecee e 54



v

Page
June 25, 2015
EvALUATING KEY COMPONENTS OF A JOINT
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN OF ACTION WITH IRAN

Hon. Bob Corker, U.S. Senator From Tennessee .........c.ccccccceeevvvveeeeeeeeicivvreeeeennnns 87
Hon. Benjamin L. Cardin, U.S. Senator From Maryland ........c..ccccoceeeeveeennnenn. 88

David Albright, president, Institute for Science and International Security,
Washington, DC ..ottt e e e e e s ae e e s abeeenanee 89
Prepared statement ...........cccocccveiieiiiiiiiiiicee e 91

Dr. Ray Takeyh, senior fellow for Middle Eastern studies, Council on Foreign
Relations, Washington, DC ........ccccooviiiiiiiiiniiiecteeeiee et 104
Prepared statement ..........c.ccocooieeiiiiiiiiecee e 106

Dr. Jim Walsh, research associate, Securities Studies Program, Massachu-
setts Institute of Technology, Cambridge, MA ........cccoviviiiiiniieeiieeceee e, 109
Prepared statement ..........c.coccoviieiiiiiiiicee e 111

Additional Material Submitted for the Record
Public Statement on U.S. Policy Toward the Iran Nuclear Negotiations ........... 148
July 23, 2015
IRAN NUCLEAR AGREEMENT REVIEW

Hon. Bob Corker, U.S. Senator From Tennessee ..........cccccoeeevcveeeecieeeecveeescneeenn. 153
Hon. Benjamin L. Cardin, U.S. Senator From Maryland ........c..ccccocevvveieeennnnnn. 157

Hon. John F. Kerry, Secretary of State, U.S. Department of State, Wash-
INGEON, DIC ottt ettt et sttt e eateenbeeeaas 161
Prepared statement .... 164

Responses of Secretary John F. Kerry to questions submitted by Senator
BOb COTKET ..ottt ettt ettt ettt 235

Responses of Secretary John F. Kerry to questions submitted by Senator
MaArco RUDIO  ...eoiiiiiiieeeee e 237

Responses of Secretary John F. Kerry to questions submitted by Senator
JEfF F1aKE .ooniiiiiiii e 251

Responses of Secretary John F. Kerry to questions submitted by Senator
David Perdue .......ccoccioiiieiiiiieeitee e 255

Hon. Ernest Moniz, Secretary of Energy, U.S. Department of Energy, Wash-
ington, DC ........cccoeeneee. 166
Prepared statement 169

Hon. Jacob Lew, Secretary of the Treasury, U.S. Department of the Treasury,
Washington, DC ......ccciiioiieeeeecee et e e e e tr e e e s ea e e e ee e e s aneeesanes 170
Prepared Statement ..........coccooiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 173

July 29, 2015
THE JOINT COMPREHENSIVE PLAN OF ACTION

Hon. Bob Corker, U.S. Senator From Tennessee ...................
Hon. Benjamin L. Cardin, U.S. Senator From Maryland
Mark Dubowitz, executive director, Foundation for Defense of Democracies,

Washington, DC ..ottt ee e e e e e tv e e e ta e e e aeeeeaneeesnnes 278
Prepared Statement ..........ccccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e 334
Responses of Mark Dubowitz to questions submitted by Senator Johnny

TSAKSOM ettt st 327

Nicholas Burns, Goodman Professor of Diplomacy and International Rela-
tions, Harvard Kennedy School, Boston, MA .........
Prepared statement ............cccccoveeeeiieennnnn.




v

Page
July 30, 2015
SANCTIONS AND THE JCPOA

Hon. Bob Corker, U.S. Senator From Tennessee ..........ccccoeeeecieeeecieeeecveeeecnneenn. 363
Hon. Benjamin L. Cardin, U.S. Senator From Maryland ........cccccecevvveeieennnnenn. 365

Hon. Juan C. Zarate, chairman and senior counselor, Center on Sanctions

and Illicit Finance (CSIF) at the Foundation for Defense of Democracies,
Washington, DC ..ottt ettt e e st e e s sae e e sabeeennnee 367
Prepared statement ..........ccccoocoeiieiiiiiiieceee e 370

Richard Nephew, program director, Economic Statecraft, Sanctions and En-
ergy Markets Center on Global Energy Policy, New York, NY .......cccceevvrnnnes 383
Prepared statement ..........c.coccoiiieiiiiiiieec e 385

August 4, 2015

JCPOA: NON-PROLIFERATION, INSPECTIONS, AND NUCLEAR CONSTRAINTS
Hon. Bob Corker, U.S. Senator From Tennessee ...........ccccccevevvveeeeeeeeicivveeeeeennnns 429
Hon. Benjamin L. Cardin, U.S. Senator From Maryland ........c...cccceeeveeecnnnnn. 430

David Albright, founder and president, Institute for Science and International
Security, Washington, DC ..........cccoeriiiiiiiiieiiieeteceee et e e 431
Prepared statement ..........c.ccoccciieiiiiiiiiicee e 433

Ambassador Robert G. Joseph, Ph.D., senior scholar, National Institute for
Public Policy, Washington, DC .........ccccooiiiiiiiiiieiieeieeeeeeectee e 447
Prepared statement ..........ccccoccoieiiiiiiiiiieee e 449

Dr. Gary Samore, executive director for research, Harvard University, Belfer
Center for Science and International Affairs, Cambridge, MA ..........cccceeenenes 452
Prepared statement ..........c.cocooiiiiiiii e 454

August 5, 2015

IMPLICATIONS OF THE JCPOA roRr U.S.
PoLicy IN THE MIDDLE EAST

Hon. Bob Corker, U.S. Senator From Tennessee .........ccccccccoeevvvvveeeeeeeeeiivveeeeeeeenns 485

Hon. Benjamin L. Cardin, U.S. Senator From Maryland 486
Michael Singh, managing director, Lane-Swing Senior Fellow, the Wash-
ington Institute, Washington, DC .........ccccciiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 488
Prepared Statement ..........ccoccoociiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 491
Ken Pollack, senior fellow, Center for Middle East Policy, Brookings Institu-
tion, Washington, DC ..........coooiiiioiiiceeeee ettt ae e e e ar e e e aees 496
Prepared Statement ..........coccoeiiiiiiieiiiiie e 498

Additional Material Submitted for the Record

Statement submitted by Abraham D. Sofaer, George P. Shultz Senior Fellow,
The Hoover Institution, Stanford University, Stanford, CA ..........cccecuveuenne. 527



VI

Page
December 17, 2015
THE STATUS OF JCPOA IMPLEMENTATION AND RELATED ISSUES
Hon. Bob Corker, U.S. Senator From Tennessee ..........ccccoeeeecveeeecieeeeecveeescneeenn. 533
Hon. Benjamin L. Cardin, U.S. Senator From Maryland ........ccccceceevvveiiennnnnnn. 534

Hon. Stephen D. Mull, lead coordinator for Iran Nuclear Implementation,
Department of State, Washington, DC
Prepared statement ...........cccooociiiiiiiiinii e
Response of Ambassador Stephen Mull to a question submitted by Sen-
ator Benjamin L. Cardin .........cccocceeiiieiiiiiiienieeiiesee e 583
Hon. Thomas M. Countryman, Assistant Secretary, Bureau of International
Security and Nonproliferation, U.S. Department of State, Washington, DC .. 541

Prepared Statement ..........ccoccooiiiiiiiiniiiiiee s 542
Responses of Thomas Countryman to questions submitted by Senator
David Perdue .......cooeeoiiiiiiiiiee e 583
Responses of Thomas Countryman to questions submitted by Senator
Tim KaINe .....ccociiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiicieccecc e 588

Lieutenant General Frank G. Klotz, USAF, [Ret.], Under Secretary for Nu-
clear Security and NNSA Administrator, U.S. Department of Energy, Wash-
INGEON, DO ittt e e st e e st e et e e s ata e e e abaeeeareeennnes 543
Prepared statement ..........c.ccooooiiieiiiiiiiiece e 544
Additional Material Submitted for the Record
Remarks at a briefing by the Chair of the U.N. Security Council’s Iran

Sanctions COMMITEEE .......ceevirieriiiiiieiicceeeeeeeeeeeeee e 589
Letter Received by Senator Coons from President Obama ........c.ccccceevvieneennnnn. 590
Introduction to International Safeguards, Office of Nonproliferation and Arms

Control (INPAC) oottt ettt aes 593

Wednesday, January 20, 2016
THE MIDDLE EAST AFTER THE JCPOA
Hon. Bob Corker, U.S. Senator from Tennessee ............ccccccceeevvvveeeeeeeiiinvereeeeennnns 609
Hon. Benjamin L. Cardin, U.S. Senator from Maryland ..........cccccecevvieecveeecnnennn. 610

Michael Singh, managing director, Lane-Swing Senior Fellow, The Wash-
ington Institute for Near East Policy, Washington, DC .... .

Prepared statement ...........cccooceviiieiiiiiniieeee s
Brian Katulis, senior fellow, Center for American Progress, Wa .. 620
Prepared statement ..........cccooociiiiiiiiiii e 623

Tuesday, April 5, 2016

RECENT IRANIAN ACTIONS AND THE
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE NUCLEAR DEAL

Hon. Bob Corker, U.S. Senator from Tennessee 659

Hon. Benjamin L. Cardin, U.S. Senator from Maryland . 660
Hon. Thomas A. Shannon, Jr., Under Secretary for P .S,
Department of State, Washington, DC ........ccccceoviiiiiiiiiiniieiiee e, 662
Prepared statement ..........ccccocccvieeiiiiiiiecee e 663
Responses of Hon. Thomas A. Shannon, Jr. to questions submitted by
Senator Barbara BoXer .........c..cccccciiiiiiiiiiiniiniiiiceeeeeeee e 698

Responses of Hon. Thomas A. Shannon, Jr. to questions submitted by
Senator Johnny ISakson .......ccccccocceiiiiiiiiiiieiieeeeeee e 700



VII

Page
Tuesday, July 14, 2016
THE IRAN NUCLEAR AGREEMENT: ONE YEAR LATER

Hon. Bob Corker, U.S. Senator from Tennessee ........ccccceeeveevceeeeecveeeecveeeeneeenns 705
Hon. Benjamin L. Cardin, U.S. Senator from Maryland ..........ccccoeevvivieiieennnnnnn. 706

Mark Dubowitz, Executive Director, Foundation for Defense of Democracies,
Washington, DC ...oc.ooiiiiiie ettt et 709
Prepared statement 739

Richard Nephew, program director, Economic Statecraft, Sanctions and En-

ergy Markets; Center on Global Energy Policy, School of International
and Public Affairs, Columbia University, New York, NY ......ccccccoevviviniieennnns 711
Prepared statement ..........ccccoccoiiieiiieiieceeeeee e 713

Additional material for the record submitted by Richard Nephew—Six
Months Later: Assessing the Implementation of the Iran Nuclear Deal . 783

Additional material for the record submitted by Senator Robert Menen-
dez—The Iran Nuclear Agreement: The International Atomic Energy
Agency’s Authorities, Resources, and Challenges .........ccccccevvieevcveeennnnen. 803

Tuesday, December 6, 2016

DEFEATING THE IRANIAN THREAT NETWORK:
OPTIONS FOR COUNTERING IRANIAN PROXIES

Hon. Bob Corker, U.S. Senator from Tennessee ............ccccccceeevvvveeeeeeeiiinneeeeeeenenns 853
Hon. Benjamin L. Cardin, U.S. Senator from Maryland ..........cccccecovvveeeveeecnnenn. 854
J. Matthew Mclnnis, resident fellow, American Enterprise Institute, Wash-
INGEON, DO ittt e st e e st e st e e e ta e e e abeeennneeennnee 856
Prepared statement ..........c.ccoccoviiiiiiieiiiceeeee e 858

Melissa G. Dalton, senior fellow and chief of staff, International Security
Program, Center for Strategic and International Studies, Washington, DC .. 863
Prepared statement ..........c.coccoiiiiiiiiiiiecee e e 865

APPENDIX

a. Text of the Nuclear Agreement with Iran and Annexes to that agreement .. 887
b. JCPOA Contingent WaVIETS ........ccccceeecieeeeiieeeiiieeerieeeeireeeesreeessseeesssseeessssesenns 887






IMPLICATIONS OF THE IRAN NUCLEAR
AGREEMENT FOR U.S. POLICY
IN THE MIDDLE EAST

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 3, 2015

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:28 a.m., in room
SD-419, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Bob Corker (chair-
man of the committee) presiding.

Present: Senators Corker, Risch, Johnson, Flake, Gardner,
Perdue, Isakson, Cardin, Menendez, Shaheen, Udall, Murphy,
Kaine, and Markey.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. BOB CORKER,
U.S. SENATOR FROM TENNESSEE

The CHAIRMAN. This meeting of the Foreign Relations Committee
will come to order.

I want to thank Ambassadors Jeffrey and Indyk for being here.
I know Ambassador Indyk has a hard stop at 11 o’clock, and we
will try to honor that.

This hearing is part of a series of events we are holding this
month to prepare members of the committee to evaluate a possible
nuclear agreement with Iran. We are not here today to focus on the
specific parameters. Just for edification, last night we met in a
classified setting with three of our leaders of our labs from around
the country, and the Secretary of Energy, and it was a very tech-
nically focused briefing. Matter of fact, we had tremendous attend-
ance, and people were most interested in many of the technical de-
tails of the deal. The rest of the month, we will have similar hear-
ings so people are prepared, as of June 30, if an agreement is
reached, to really be able to assess that agreement and not be
starting from a cold start, if you will. But, we appreciate you being
hfre dtodlay to help us understand some of the regional implications
of a deal.

This is intended to highlight some of the concerns that the ad-
ministration is so concerned about in reaching an agreement with
Iran. Some of the regional alliances that we have are not being
really looked at—some of our U.S. interests. So, against the back-
drop of unprecedented turmoil in the Middle East, the administra-
tion is negotiating a nuclear agreement with the arch rival of many
of our closest allies. Instead of reassuring our traditional allies that
the United States will remain a friend, some would say that the
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administration has implemented a string of incoherent and self-de-
feating policies. And I know you all will discuss those back and
forth.

The administration has threatened to revoke support for Israel
at the U.N. while accommodating a nation that is dedicated to the
destruction of Israel. They have rebuked the Emirates for striking
ISIS in Libya while asking them to strike ISIS in Syria. They have
withheld military equipment from Egypt, Bahrain, and Qatar while
asking them to join in the fight against ISIS. They have criticized
Saudi Arabia for acting in Yemen while providing the Saudis mili-
tary assistance for the same operation. So, there are a lot of cross-
currents here that are difficult for some of us to string together.

In Iraq, Iraqi leaders are increasingly turning to Iranian-backed
militias in the fight against ISIS. And perhaps most tragically in
Syria, thousands of Syrians continue to die at the hands of Assad
and his Iranian backers while the administration implements a
strategy consisting of the ineffective use of military force to be used
only against ISIS itself. And I think you may have seen a commu-
nique that came from one of the leaders of the Syrian opposition,
where they were asked to sign a statement saying they would
only—they are being trained and equipped by the United States—
but they would only use that potential against ISIS, and not
against Assad. I know they sent out a communication saying that
they were going to stop the training and not participate. I under-
stand sometimes that is a negotiating point, but certainly some-
what alarming.

As Iran deepens its influence in capitals from Baghdad to Da-
mascus, to Beirut to Sanaa, the perspective of many in the region
is that the United States is Assad’s air force in Syria and Iran’s
Air Force in Iraq. I will say I was in Iraq recently, and it really
did feel like—while I support what we are doing with the 3,100
personnel we have there—it really felt like what we were doing is
helping create a better country for Iran in Iraq. Even though,
again, I support what is happening there, it feels very much that
way, with their infiltration into the parliament and their tremen-
dous efforts on the ground.

As we begin to look at how to evaluate a prospective nuclear
agreement, we cannot ignore the lack of coherent American leader-
ship in the region, which has left a vacuum that will continue to
be filled by violence. Without defined, committed engagement to
counter Iranian regional aggression and to support our partners,
the need for American involvement will continue to grow as condi-
tions deteriorate.

In your testimony today, I hope you will touch on what I see as
some of the puzzling claims from the administration about what an
agreement with Iran would mean for the region.

One of those claims is the apparent view of the administration
that Iran will become a stabilizing force in the region. President
Obama said in a recent NPR interview that opening up Iran’s econ-
omy through sanctions relief in many ways makes it harder for
them to engage in behaviors that are contrary to international
norms. I know that, again, many of our allies are concerned that,
in accessing $150 billion, potentially, over time, and having a grow-
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ing economy, will have just the opposite effect and will cause them
to be even more strident in the region.

Do you accept the view that the world’s leading State Sponsor of
Terrorism—a nation that has directly contributed to the deaths of
thousands of Americans—would somehow reform their behavior
after being enriched and empowered for pursuing an illegal nuclear
program?

And finally, I hope you will touch on what the administration
pﬁrtrays as a choice between war and a deal. I think that is a false
choice.

And again, I look forward to your testimony today.

I want to turn it over now to our distinguished ranking member,
and appreciate his cooperation in every effort. And I look forward
to your comments.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. BENJAMIN L. CARDIN,
U.S. SENATOR FROM MARYLAND

Senator CARDIN. Well, Mr. Chairman, first of all, thank you very
much for convening this hearing. This is an important month, and
I think we have already started, with the briefing last night and
today’s hearing, in the right way to keep not only our committee,
but the U.S. Congress, very much informed and involved in what
is happening in the Middle East.

As T explained to you last night, after I left the committee brief-
ing, I went to the French Embassy. Mr. Indyk was there, along
with about 50 other people who are very much engaged in Middle
East policies. The theme of the evening was a discussion about the
Middle East. And there were many people who expressed grave
concerns about what is happening in the Middle East. For good
reason. Just about every country in the Middle East is at war. And
there is a lack of stability in that region that affects U.S. interests.
There is no question about it. But, what I found last night was,
thegli were very short on recommendations on how we should pro-
ceed.

And let me just point out, the United States is deeply involved
in the Middle East. There is no question about that. We are deeply
involved with our military, we are deeply involved with our diplo-
macy, and we are deeply involved in building coalitions to advance
goals in the Middle East which I think are universal, and that is
respect for human rights in all ethnic communities and territorial
integrity. These are important goals that we are trying to achieve
in the Middle East. They are not easy to achieve, but they cannot
be attained without the U.S. involvement. And the United States
is clearly involved.

Throughout that discussion last night, Iran was probably men-
tioned the most. And we know there are many, many problems in
regards to Iranian behavior. We know that Iran is one of the major
violators of the basic rights of its own citizens. We know that it is
a sponsor of terrorism. We know that they have influence in so
many countries, in a negative way, in Yemen. And the Saudis, of
course, have expressed their grave concerns about the Iranian in-
fluence in Yemen, and what they are doing in Syria and Iraq, in
compromising our ability to go after ISIL. There are so many areas
that we are concerned about Iran. But, what we have concentrated
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on, at this particular time, is whether we can achieve a diplomatic
solution to prevent Iran from becoming a nuclear weapon state.

And, Mr. Chairman, I just really want to underscore your leader-
ship and how incredibly important that was in order to get the Ira-
nian Nuclear Review Act of 2015 signed by the President and en-
acted into law. It is now the law. And this committee played a crit-
ical role in achieving that accomplishment. Pssing the Iranian Nu-
clear Review Act did several things, but I still want to underscore
this one. It showed unity, unity here in our government, that we
are focused on Iran, not on the fights in Congress. And it set up
the right way to review a potential agreement reached between the
P5+1. And that is exactly what we should have done. And I really
do applaud your leadership and the work of every member of the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee.

Which brings us to, What do we do this month? And, as the
chairman pointed out, last night we had, I think, a very helpful
discussion, in a closed setting, in regards to the technical aspects
of what an agreement needs to include. And today, we have two ex-
perts who can help us understand the consequences of an agree-
ment with Iran as to United States involvement in the Middle
East, which is not in isolation. There are many other areas that are
involved. And what will an agreement mean for the United States
in the Middle East?

I understand we are not going to talk about the specifics of an
agreement today, but I think we all agree that the diplomatic
course would be the best, with Iran complying with an agreement
that would provide ample time before any potential breakout that
we could discover if they are violating the terms of the agreement,
and take appropriate action. Because any agreement is not based
upon trust, it is based upon terms of an agreement that make sure
that we can keep Iran from becoming a nuclear weapon state.

One last point, if I might. If we are successful in reaching a dip-
lomatic agreement, we have removed one threat. That is a nuclear
Iran. That is an important goal for us to achieve. But, then what
does Iran do next? Do they take a course of joining the community
of nations in peaceful activities and nonproliferation? We certainly
hope that would be the case, but we do not have any illusions that
that will automatically occur. Or do they act, with the increased
economic empowerment, to have more negative impact in Yemen,
in Syria, in Iraq, and spreading terrorism? We need to be prepared
in how the United States can best act to make sure that the Ira-
nian activities are channeled towards positive, rather than nega-
tive, activities.

And then, lastly, if we are not able to reach an agreement, we
also need to be prepared as to how we act to make sure Iran does
not become a nuclear weapon state.

I look forward to hearing from our witnesses.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.

We will now turn to our witnesses.

Our first witness is the Honorable James Jeffrey, currently with
The Washington Institute. Ambassador Jeffrey previously served as
the Deputy National Security Advisor to President Bush, Ambas-
sador to Albania, Turkey, and Iraq.

We thank you for being here.
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Our second witness is the Honorable Martin Indyk, executive
vice president of the Brookings Institution. Ambassador Indyk has
twice served as Ambassador to Israel, and most recently as the
U.S. Special Envoy for the Israeli-Palestinian negotiations.

Both of you have done this often. You can summarize your com-
ments, and, obviously, your written documents will be entered into
the record. We thank you very much for being here, and look for-
ward to your testimony.

STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES JEFFREY, PHILIP SOLONDZ DIS-
TINGUISHED VISITING FELLOW, THE WASHINGTON INSTI-
TUTE FOR NEAR EAST POLICY, WASHINGTON, DC

Ambassador JEFFREY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Mem-
ber Cardin, members of the committee. It is an honor to be back
here.

The question of Iran, as you have just said, be it in the nuclear
context or in the regional context, is one of the most important
issues today in the Middle East; but it is not the only one, because
we are dealing with a region, again, as you said, Senator Cardin,
that is in crisis, a set of crises we have not seen since the end of
the Ottoman Empire, almost 100 years ago. And these crises im-
pact our vital interests in the region: combating terrorism, weapons
of mass destruction, supporting our allies and partners, and ensur-
ing the free flow of hydrocarbons for the world economy.

The action of the U.S. Congress, in passing the Iran Nuclear
Agreement Review Act, is a step in the right direction, because it
will allow the American people to have a say in something of great
importance to their security as well as the security of the people
in the region and around the world.

As we do not know, at this point, what an agreement will look
like—at best, we only have a sketch of the possibilities, based upon
the April 2 understandings—we cannot make a final determina-
tion. Obviously, that will be based on verification questions, what
happens with the nuclear materials, and the status of the infra-
structure. But, in any case, in looking at Iran’s program, it is im-
portant, again, as you said, to put this in the context of its actions
in the region. And I would propose the following as areas of consid-
eration:

First, agreement cannot be considered without looking at Iran’s
record of destabilization throughout the region. Either an Iranian
nuclear weapons capability or an agreement that grants Iran a spe-
cial status just short of having a nuclear weapons capability would
pose extraordinary new threats to a region already under stress.

Second, it is the nature of the regime, itself. Two of my col-
leagues at The Washington Institute, Mehdi Khalaji and Soner
Cagaptay, and I published a piece in the New York Times, April
26. We wrote, “Iran is a revolutionary power with hegemonic aspi-
rations.” In other words, it is a country seeking to assert its domi-
nance in the region and will not play by the rules. Any decision on
Iran’s nuclear deal must bear this sobering thought in mind and
must not read Iran’s willingness to sign an agreement as a change
of heart about its ultimate goals. I am not passing a decision on
the agreement itself. We signed agreements with the Soviet Union
on nuclear issues when we knew they were out to, as Khrushchev
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said, “bury us.” But, we did this with our eyes open. We need to
do this with Iran, as well.

Third, in particular, given Iran’s role in the region, no nuclear
agreement is better than one that might push back by some
months Iran’s ability to break out a weapons capability if such an
agreement were to undercut the current coalition.

Fourth, the administration’s assertion that there is no alter-
native to approving an agreement is incorrect and tantamount to
advocating that any agreement is better than none. Were Iran to
walk away from the agreement that was laid out in general terms
in April, the United States probably could ensure that the inter-
national sanctions currently in place stay on. If we decided, in the
end, to not go along with an agreement such as the one laid out
on April 2, I think it would be hard, frankly, to keep the inter-
national sanctions that the EU and that other countries have put
on, but we would have other means to do this.

But, in the end, getting to your point, Mr. Chairman, any agree-
ment is based upon our willingness to use military force to stop
Iran from trying to achieve a breakout capability, trying to achieve
a nuclear weapons capability. We cannot get around that fact. The
administration officially has that as its position, that it will act if
Iran does that. But, these words are undercut constantly by argu-
ments that military force will have no effect, or it will have little
effect, or it will lead to war. Having spent a fair amount of time
in war, I do not say this lightly, but it is unlikely that we would
see anything like Vietnam or Iraq. We have tremendous military
capabilities if we need to. I hope we do not.

Finally, there is the issue, as you said, of reassuring our friends
and allies. Camp David was a step in the right direction, but it fo-
cused only on conventional threats to these Arab states. That is not
what they are worried about. They are worried about infiltration
of the Arab areas—as you said, Iraq, Lebanon, Syria, Yemen—Dby
Iran in many different ways. Iran’s equivalent of “the little green
men.”

So, in short, in looking at this agreement, what is important is
not only what is in the agreement, but our willingness to use force
to back up our commitment that they do not ever get a nuclear
weapon and our willingness to push back against Iranian efforts
throughout the region. Those are the three issues that I think are
crucial.

Thank you, sir.

[The prepared statement of Ambassador Jeffrey follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JAMES F. JEFFREY

Chairman Corker, Ranking Member Cardin, it is an honor to be here today.

The question of Iran, in the related contexts of a possible nuclear agreement with
it, and its worrisome role in the region, is one of the most important in Middle East
affairs. But it is not the only one, as the region is shaken by crises, threats to sta-
bility, popular unrest, and ideological and theological turbulence not seen since the
end of the Ottoman Empire. All these developments are linked. Separately, and
even more together, they threaten American core national interests laid out by
President Obama in September 2013: supporting our allies and partners, protecting
the free flow of hydrocarbons to the world’s economy, and combating terrorism and
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. The action of the U.S. Congress in
passing the Iran Nuclear Agreement Review Act is an important step in coping with
these threats, ensuring that the American people will have a say in developments
affecting their security.
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As we do not know at this point what an eventual nuclear agreement between
the P5+1 and Iran will look like, it is not possible to make any detailed judgment
on the final package. If we arrive at that point, an agreement will have to be judged
based on its specifics on issues such as verification, disposition of unauthorized
enriched uranium, and sanctions status, to ensure a long-term check on Iran’s
nuclear weapons ambitions and possible covert programs. Furthermore, in reviewing
any nuclear agreement with Iran, I urge the U.S. Congress to consider the following.

First, the agreement cannot be considered outside the context of Iran’s record of
destabilization in the region. Two Middle Eastern states either have acknowledged,
or are widely believed to have, possession of nuclear weapons. But the region’s lead-
ers do not lose sleep over these weapons, nor does the U.N. Security Council pass
multiple chapter VII resolutions about them, as with Iran. The reason is that Iran’s
behavior in the region is profoundly troubling to many states. Either an Iranian
nuclear weapons capability, or an Iran politically empowered by an agreement that
stops it just short of such a capability, would pose extraordinary new threats to a
region already under stress, and undermine the above U.S. vital interests.

Second, in reviewing Iran’s behavior in the region, we all must bear in mind that
Iran is not a status quo power. As my two Washington Institute colleagues, Mehdi
Khalaji and Soner Cagaptay, and I wrote in the New York Times April 26, “Iran
is a revolutionary power with hegemonic aspirations. In other words, it is a country
seeking to assert its dominance in the region and it will not play by the rules . . .
Iran, however, has brazenly defied (the) international order and continues to expand
its reach.” In short, we concluded, “Do not expect Iran to compromise its principles
any time soon.” Any decision on the Iran nuclear deal must bear this sobering fact
in mind, and must not read Iranian willingness to sign an agreement as a change
of heart about its ultimate hegemonic goals.

Third, in particular given Iran’s role in the region, no nuclear agreement is better
than one that might push back by some months Iran’s ability to break out to a
weapons capability, if such an agreement were to undercut the current huge inter-
national coalition against an Iranian nuclear weapon, enhance Iran’s prestige, and
undermine the credibility of U.S. containment both of Iran’s nuclear ambitions and
its wider regional agenda.

Fourth, the administration’s argument that there is no alternative to approving
an agreement is incorrect, and tantamount to advocating an “any agreement is bet-
ter than none” position. It is not beyond the skill of U.S. diplomacy, were Iran to
walk away from the deal struck in early April, to persuade other countries to keep
the current oil and other international sanctions in place. Additional international
sanctions would however be difficult to impose in all but an egregious case of Ira-
nian provocation, but retaining the current sanctions would be a heavy price for
Iran to bear. If the United States did not, but Iran did, accept a final deal similar
to that laid out in the White House April 2 paper, increasing or even maintaining
the current international oil import sanctions under the NDAA and the EU’s sepa-
rate boycott would be most difficult. That does not rule out the United States opting
out of an agreement, but in that case the tools to pressure Iran would be more lim-
ited. The United States would still have its direct sanctions, U.N. sanctions (as lift-
ing them is subject to U.S. veto), banking and commercial pressure points, and per-
haps some residual third-country limits on importing of Iranian oil. Between these
two variants—Iran refusing anything like the April outline, or the United States not
accepting it—there are various scenarios, each with more or less difficulty in main-
taining sanctions and other international pressure on Iran.

With or without the support of the international community, however, if there is
no agreement, then the main restraint on Iranian breakout would have to be U.S.
and partner intelligence collection and U.S. readiness, understood by all, to use force
if Iran approaches a nuclear weapons capability. While that is stated U.S. policy,
albeit expressed indirectly such as “preserve all options,” the President has effec-
tively undercut this policy by repeated warnings about inevitable “war” if no agree-
ment is reached. Without an agreement a military confrontation would be more
likely, but not inevitable. Of course, a military confrontation with Iran could be
costly and risk escalation, but, absent spectacularly bad U.S. decisions, it is unlikely
to produce either a U.S. defeat or a “war” in the sense normally used in American
political debate—endless, bloody ground combat by hundreds of thousands of troops
as in Iraq or Vietnam. Based on my experience I know how uncertain any resort
to force is, but all our security interests are ultimately anchored on willingness to
use force, and success doing so.

Fifth, even with an agreement, the ultimate restraint on Iran reaching a nuclear
weapons capability resides as well in the capability and intent of the United States
to stop Iran militarily from reaching a nuclear weapons capability. Thus, the U.S.
Congress could usefully support such a deterrence policy by passing in one or
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another form an advance authorization for the use of military force against an Iran
in breakout. The administration for its part should make clear what its redline is
for military action against Iran—what Iranian steps or situation would be consid-
ered a “threshold” requiring the United States to act on its “prevent a nuclear-
armed Iran” policy. Clarity on congressional and thus American public support for
military action, and clarity on when that action would be taken, would go far to
refurbish American deterrence and make it less likely that we would be tested.

Sixth, in the end, everything related to Iran revolves around its role in the region.
If a nuclear accord leads to a new Iran, willing to accept the regional status quo,
that is all for the better, however unlikely. But until such an outcome is clear, the
United States should not bet on it occurring, and in particular should not pull its
punches in restraining Iran out of concern that a U.S. response could stymie an
alleged budding moderation. Those who hope for such an Iranian change of heart
should consider Iran’s threat to Israel via weapons to Hezbollah and Hamas, its
actions in Iraq, and the attempt by senior Iranian intelligence officials to bomb the
Cafe Milano here in Washington.

While the President’s Camp David initiative sought to allay the fears of regional
states that an Iran “empowered” by the prestige of a nuclear agreement (and even-
tually over $100 billion dollars of returned frozen funds) would continue to make
mischief, skepticism is called for. The administration’s focus at Camp David and in
most exchanges with our regional allies is centered on our commitment to their con-
ventional defense, and our assistance to their military forces. But they fear far less
an outright Iranian invasion than Iranian infiltration of the weak areas in the Arab
world, promoting instability and stresses on the Sunni nation states of the region
in a religious, political, and psychological sense. As we wrote in our New York
Times piece, Iran “uses an assortment of terrorism, proliferation, military proxies,
and occasionally old-fashioned diplomacy to further its dominance.”

What these states need is a commitment by the United States, backed at this
point by action, that Washington will use all the tools in its arsenal, including mili-
tary, to combat and drive back illicit Iranian efforts to infiltrate and undermine
Arab States throughout the region. This includes pushing back on Iran’s actions in
Iraq, Syria, Yemen, Lebanon, and Gaza. Supporting the Saudi-led coalition oper-
ating in Yemen, threatening to inspect Iranian ships allegedly bringing humani-
tarian supplies to Yemen, agreeing with the Turks on preliminary plans to train
5,000 Syrian personnel in Turkey, and other recent steps are examples of what the
United States must be ready to routinely do to regain regional partners’ confidence.

In sum, any agreement should be judged not only on the basis of its verifiable,
real restraints on Iran, but also by the context within which the agreement would
operate: readiness to back it by far more explicit and credible readiness to use force
to stop a breakout, and a far more active U.S. program to contain Iran’s asymmet-
rical military, ideological, religious, economic, and diplomatic moves to expand its
influence in the region.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Ambassador.

STATEMENT OF HON. MARTIN INDYK, EXECUTIVE VICE
PRESIDENT, BROOKINGS INSTITUTION, WASHINGTON, DC

Ambassador INDYK. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Gen-
tlemen, I greatly appreciate the opportunity to testify today on this
critical issue. And I want to applaud all of you, if I may, for the
way in which, as Mr. Cardin said, you came together and drafted
and passed legislation which will give the Senate a very important
role in overseeing the details of this agreement. And I also applaud
the deliberate way in which you are going about making sure that
you understand the technical dimensions of this, which I could not
come close to understanding. So, thank you, on behalf of all of us,
for taking this so seriously.

I think that if you are presented with an agreement, you will
likely have to make a choice either to endorse an agreement that
will remove sanctions on Iran, but should ensure that it remains
nuclear-weapons-free for at least 10 to 15 years, or, on the other
hand, to reject the agreement, which would leave Iran 3 months
from a nuclear weapon, under eroding sanctions. It is a difficult



9

choice. In making that choice, you will need to take account, among
other things, of the regional implications of the deal and what can
and should be done to ameliorate the negative fallout from such an
agreement in the region. And that is what I have endeavored to ad-
dress in the short time available to me today.

In my view, if the arrangements currently being negotiated for
inspection and monitoring, together with the mechanisms for reim-
posing sanctions, should the Iranians be caught cheating, if those
are robust enough to deter and detect Iranian cheating, the deal
will be worth upholding. In other words, the likely regional impli-
cations of the deal, in my view, are not sufficiently negative to jus-
tify opposing it. Indeed, given the state of turmoil engulfing the
Middle East, ensuring a nuclear weapons-free Iran for at least a
decade and tight monitoring of its nuclear program for much longer
than that will help remove a primary source of tension and may
foster greater cohesion amongst our partners in the region in deal-
ing with the other sources of conflict and instability there. Put sim-
ply, everything that we are all concerned about in the Middle East
will become a much greater concern, were Iran to acquire nuclear
weapons.

One question that I think is on the minds of a lot of people is
whether this deal will lead our regional allies to decide that they,
too, should pursue a nuclear weapons program, or at least a civil-
ian nuclear program that would give them ability to cross over to
nuclear weapons. The former Saudi Ambassador to the United
States has said that, “Whatever Iran has, we will have the same.”
And that has fueled speculation that the Saudis and others—
Egypt, Jordan, perhaps Turkey—will go down the nuclear road, as
well, as a result of this agreement. That would be a bitter irony,
indeed, Mr. Chairman, since the whole purpose of this agreement
is to prevent a nuclear arms race in the region. So, it would be
ironic, indeed, if it were to spark one.

I actually do not believe that there is a high risk of that hap-
pening. And, to put it simply, why would Saudi Arabia, which has
not embarked on a nuclear program for the decades in which Iran
was pursuing one, now decide to go for a nuclear program in the
context of a deal in which serious curbs are going to be placed on
Iran’s nuclear program? Plus, if they want the same, then they
would have to agree to the same kinds of inspections and arrange-
ments that will be imposed on Iran as a result of this agreement.
And I find it hard to believe that the Saudis would be prepared to
do that.

Much the same applies to the others. Egypt talks about a nuclear
program. The same with Jordan. But, they do not have the sci-
entific capabilities, the costs, the time. And the restrictions that
would have to accept, including the additional protocol that Iran
will accept as part of this agreement, seems to me make it unlikely
that we need to face that kind of problem.

What about Israel? I think that Israel’s leadership is deeply
alarmed by this, to say the least, and has good reason to be con-
cerned about the intentions of the Iranian leadership. And they
have the duty to take that seriously. But, since this agreement will
turn the clock back on Iran’s nuclear program, placing it at least
1 year away from a breakout capability for the next 10 to 15 years,
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Israel has no reason to preempt, for the time being. And I think
that Israel’s concerns later on about the way in which this agree-
ment could pave the way to a nuclear weapon can and should be
addressed, including by the Congress, in terms of entering into
agreements with Israel to expand its assistance to give it the capa-
bility to defend and deter against a possible nuclear Iran, which,
as a result of this deal, I believe, will be put off long into the fu-
ture.

Thank you, Mr. Chair.

[The prepared statement of Ambassador Indyk follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MARTIN INDYK

In the coming months, Congress is likely to have to make a choice: either to
endorse an agreement that removes sanctions on Iran but should ensure that it
remains nuclear weapons-free for at least 10-to-15 years; or to reject the agreement,
which would leave Iran 3 months from a nuclear weapon under eroding sanctions.
In making that choice, Congress will need to take account, among other things, of
the regional implications of the deal and what would need to be done to ameliorate
the negative fallout. That is what I have endeavored to address in this written
testimony.

In the end, each Senator will have to make a judgement based on the credibility
of the deal itself and on its likely implications for American interests in the Middle
East and for the broader global issues that will be impacted. In my view, if the
arrangements currently being negotiated for inspection and monitoring, together
with the mechanism for the “snap-back” of sanctions, are robust enough to deter
and detect Iranian cheating, the deal will be worth upholding. In other words, the
likely regional implications of the deal are not sufficiently negative to justify oppos-
ing it. Indeed, given the state of turmoil engulfing the Middle East, ensuring a
nuclear weapons-free Iran for at least a decade will help remove a primary source
of tension and may foster greater cohesion in dealing with the other sources of con-
flict and instability there.

The completion of the Iran nuclear deal and its endorsement by the Congress
would represent a major development for U.S.-Iranian relations and would likely
have profound ripple effects across the troubled Middle East region. It will impact
the security of our allies from Egypt, to Israel, Jordan, the Gulf Arab States, and
Turkey at a time of heightened insecurity because of the collapse of state institu-
tions and the rise of jihadist forces on all their borders. It might trigger a regional
nuclear arms race or a preemptive Israeli strike. And it could give a turbo-boost to
Iran’s conventional military capabilities and its destabilizing activities in the region.

If these potential consequences are so great, why haven’t they been addressed in
the nuclear deal itself? There are good reasons. The Iranians were keen to include
regional issues in the negotiations because they believed it would be advantageous
to them to offer the United States a “grand bargain,” exchanging regional coopera-
tion in Syria and Iraq, for example, in return for lowering American requirements
for curbs on their nuclear program. The American negotiators wisely rejected this
attempt at linkage. In addition, our Gulf Arab allies feared that their regional inter-
ests would be sacrificed on the altar of a U.S.-Iran nuclear deal and insisted that
the United States had no business discussing regional issues with their strategic
adversary when they were not represented in the negotiations. Consequently, there
is nothing in the agreement itself that constrains Iran’s regional behavior. But by
the same token there is nothing in the agreement that constrains the United States
and its regional allies from taking steps to contain and roll back Iran’s hegemonic
regional ambitions and counter its nefarious activities there. Ten-to-fifteen years of
an Iran under intense scrutiny and constrained from acquiring nuclear weapons
provides a significant breathing space for its regional opponents, backed by the
United States, to build an effective counterweight.

Will our regional allies choose to use that time to build their own nuclear pro-
grams, thereby fueling a nuclear arms race that the agreement with Iran was sup-
posed to prevent? To be sure, Prince Turki al-Faisal, the former Saudi Ambassador
to Washington and former intelligence chief, has declared, “Whatever comes out of
these talks, we will want the same.” But it seems unlikely that Saudi Arabia will
actually embark on building an enrichment capability, one that would require them
to establish or acquire a significant scientific establishment that they currently lack.
For 30 years, while Iran developed its ambitious nuclear program unconstrained, its
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Saudi archrival did not feel any need to do the same. Why would it do so now when
serious constraints will be placed on Iran’s nuclear program?

Moreover, “wanting the same” actually means that Saudi Arabia—and any other
regional state that seeks to match Iran’s capabilities—would have to accept the
same intrusive inspections and monitoring that the Iranians are in the process of
accepting. Some suggest that Saudi Arabia would simply acquire a bomb off the
Pakistani shelf. But if this option is a real one—and Pakistan’s refusal to join Saudi
Arabia’s war in Yemen raises significant doubts—it has existed for decades and does
nﬁtI}n itself fuel a nuclear arms race as long as the bomb stays on the Pakistani
shelf.

While Egypt is building a nuclear power plant and Jordan is talking about estab-
lishing an enrichment capacity, they are both signatories to the Non-Proliferation
Treaty and will have to submit to the NPT’s Additional Protocol of intrusive inspec-
tions that Iran has accepted if they are to get the nuclear cooperation they will
need. The UAE has signed the 123 agreement, which prevents it from ever acquir-
ing enrichment capacity and requires it to sign the Additional Protocol. In any case,
these countries have made clear in their statements and behavior that they are far
more concerned by Iran’s unconstrained efforts to promote sectarian strife in their
neighborhoods than they are about what will become a heavily constrained Iranian
nuclear program.

Meanwhile Turkey, as a NATO ally, already enjoys the cover of an American
nuclear umbrella under article 5 of the treaty and therefore has little reason to head
down the costly nuclear weapons road itself.

What about Israel? Its leadership is alarmed by the deal-in-the-making; Prime
Minister Netanyahu has declared that it represents an existential threat to the Jew-
ish state. Certainly, Israel has good reason to be concerned about the intentions of
the Iranian regime since its leaders declare at regular intervals that their objective
is to wipe Israel off the map. Israel’s leaders have the duty to take those threats
seriously and they have invested a vast fortune, with the considerable assistance
of the United States, in ensuring that Israel’s Defense Forces have the ability to
deter Iran or, if necessary, preempt it from acquiring nuclear weapons. But since
this agreement will turn back the clock on Iran’s nuclear program, placing it at
least 1 year away from a breakout capability for the next 10-to-15 years, Israel has
no reason to preempt for the time being. If it did, it could only hope to set back
Iran’s nuclear program by some 2 years—far less than provided for in the nuclear
deal. And it would in the process free Iran of all its obligations under the agreement
and earn Israel the opprobrium of the other powers that support the deal.

Israel’s concern is greatest when it comes to what happens at the end of the 15-
year period when Iran will have a full-fledged nuclear program rendered legitimate
by its compliance with this agreement and therefore not subject to sanctions. But
we will also by then have much greater visibility into Iran’s nuclear program, much
greater ability to detect any attempt to switch from a civil to a military nuclear pro-
gram, and an American President will have all the current military capabilities and
much more by then to deal with an Iranian breakout should they attempt one.
Indeed, time 1s not neutral in this situation. The United States, Israel, and Iran’s
Arab adversaries can do much during this long interval both to encourage Iran to
abandon its destabilizing and threatening regional activities, and to contain and
deter it if it refuses to do so.

Taking up that challenge will be essential because of the potential impact of sanc-
tions-relief on Iran’s regional behavior. Once sanctions are removed, Iran will be the
beneficiary of the unfreezing of some $120 billion of assets; its oil revenues are
likely to increase by some $20—-$24 billion annually. It is reasonable to assume that
a good part of that windfall will be used to rehabilitate Iran’s struggling economy
and fulfill the expectations of Iran’s people for a better life. But it is an equally safe
bet that the Iranian Revolutionary Guard Corps (IRGC), the Ministry of Intelligence
(MOIS), and the Iranian Armed Forces will be beneficiaries too. It’s true that pun-
ishing sanctions have not prevented these extensions of the Iranian revolution from
exploiting the upheavals in the region and the collapse of state institutions to build
positions of considerable influence across the Sunni Arab world from Lebanon to
Syria to Iraq and now Yemen. Nevertheless, Iran’s hegemonic ambitions are likely
to be boosted by the availability of more resources. For example, the Assad regime
in Syria is struggling to survive economically at the same time as it is losing control
of more territory to opposition forces; a timely infusion of cash and arms might help
it cling to power. Similarly, Iraq’s Shia militias, which are armed and trained by
Iran, could be boosted at a time when the United States is struggling under Iraqi
Government constraints to arm and train Sunni militias and Kurdish forces.

Iran will also have money to procure weapons systems for its armed forces, using
the extensive Western arms sales to its Arab adversaries as justification. Iran will
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still be subject to curbs on its ability to acquire some types of sophisticated military
equipment, but with money to spend it will probably find a way around those sanc-
tions. Russia’s high profile announcement that it would proceed with the sale of
S-300 long-range surface-to-air missile systems, even before the nuclear deal is
signed, represents the harbinger of future sales of sophisticated weapons. Indeed,
rather than focusing on a nuclear arms race in the region, we should be more con-
cerned about a conventional arms race.

The nuclear agreement with Iran was never intended to deal with these likely
consequences of the sanctions-relief that is the quid-pro-quo for Iran’s acceptance of
meaningful and extensive curbs on its nuclear program. That puts a particular bur-
den on the United States to develop a regional security strategy to complement the
nuclear deal, one that is designed to counter and neutralize these unintended con-
sequences. In doing so, the United States will need to send a clear and consistent
message to Iran that if it chooses to abandon its nefarious regional activities and
become a responsible partner to the United States and its allies, it will be welcomed
into the community of nations in good standing. But if it decides to take advantage
of its newly available resources to wreak further regional havoc, the United States
will lead a concerted effort to oppose it.

President Obama has already taken the first step in this effort through the Camp
David summit he hosted with our Gulf Arab allies last month. That was an impor-
tant first step in providing them with the necessary strategic reassurance in the
face of the uncertain consequences of the nuclear deal on Iran’s behavior in their
neighborhood. In the joint communique, the President reiterated a U.S. “unequivo-
cal” commitment to “deter and confront external aggression against our allies and
partners in the gulf.” The two sides also agreed on a new strategic partnership that
would “fast-track” arms transfers, enhance cooperation on counterterrorism, mari-
time security, cybersecurity, and ballistic missile defense, and develop rapid
response capabilities to regional threats. The communique and its annex provide all
the understandings necessary for laying the foundations of an effective regional
security architecture. However, those words will need to be translated into concrete
actions at a time when the regional turmoil is generating competing priorities and
interests. The GCC states are not united in their approach to the region’s problems
and they will continue to fear an American-Iranian rapprochement at their expense
no matter how reassuring the President’s words. Nevertheless, the combination of
the nuclear deal, a potentially more potent Iranian adversary, and rising instability
on their borders, should concentrate their minds and therefore could create the nec-
essary conditions for an effective strategic partnership with the United States that
was called forth at Camp David. If they are willing to get their acts together, we
should certainly be willing to respond with a determined effort.

Providing strategic reassurance to our Gulf Arab allies is but the first step. The
United States will also need to build more effective strategic partnerships with
Israel, Egypt, and Turkey, our other traditional regional allies who wield much
greater capabilities and influence than most of the GCC states. For a variety of jus-
tifiable reasons, the Obama administration is at loggerheads with each one of these
regional powers: with the Government of Israel because of its unwillingness seri-
ously to pursue the two state solution or freeze settlement activity; with the Egyp-
tian regime because of the treatment of its own people; and with the Turkish Presi-
dent because of his unwillingness to cooperate with the United States against ISIS.
But at this sensitive moment, reassuring each one of them is essential if they are
to be enlisted in the effort to lay the groundwork for a regional security framework
that begins to reestablish order in this troubled region and prevents Iran from fur-
ther exploitation of the chaos.

Just having the conversation with Prime Minister Netanyahu is proving exceed-
ingly difficult since he is so determined to scuttle the Iran nuclear deal that he does
not want to give any hint that he might be prepared to compromise on his opposi-
tion for the sake of strategic reassurances from the United States. Nevertheless, if
the deal goes through, it will be important for the United States in the immediate
aftermath to take a series of steps to strengthen Israel’s ability to defend itself from,
and therefore deter, any potential Iranian nuclear threat. Such measures could in-
clude completing the negotiations on a new 10-year agreement to provide military
assistance to Israel at an increased level (this is something that Congress could ini-
tiate in coordination with the administration). The funding could be used to cover
the purchase of additional F-35s and the development and deployment of the full
array of air defense systems from Iron Dome to Arrow III to protect Israeli civilians
from Hezbollah and Hamas rockets all the way up to Iranian ballistic missiles.
Additional funding could also be used to strengthen Israel’s deterrent capabilities,
including the purchase of additional submarines.



13

Finally, to take care of the likely increasing nervousness among our regional allies
as the nuclear agreement approaches its expiration date 10-to-15 years from now,
the United States needs to begin to lay the groundwork for establishing a nuclear
umbrella over all of them. This form of extended deterrence will be an important
element in an American-sponsored regional security framework. Neither Israel nor
our GCC allies are prepared to consider that at the moment, nor is it likely that
Congress would approve such a commitment for any regional ally in the Middle East
except Israel (ironically, Turkey already has such a commitment through NATO).
But if the policy of strategic reassurance is pursued consistently by this President
and his successors, it is possible that all sides may come to see the virtue of a
nuclear and conventional security guarantee that will effectively deter Iran, render
an Israeli preemptive strike unnecessary, and remove any incentive for the Arab
states to pursue their own nuclear weapons programs.

Mr. Chairman, a credible nuclear agreement will provide an extended breathing
space for the United States and our regional allies free from the threat of a nuclear
Iran that should last beyond the next administration and probably the one after
that. It will nevertheless raise many concerns in the Middle East about Iran’s desta-
bilizing behavior and hegemonic ambitions that the United States cannot address
in the agreement itself but will have to address outside the agreement. In my view,
that is not a justification for opposing the agreement. It is rather a reason for com-
plementing the agreement with a robust effort to promote a regional security strat-
egy that takes advantage of the respite to begin to rebuild a more stable order in
this chaotic but still vital region.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you both for your testimony.

I know we have got a lot of participation. I know Ambassador
Indyk has a hard stop at 11:00, so I am going to defer on my ques-
tions—I may interject one or two along the way—and defer to the
ranking member so that other members will have the opportunity
to ask questions.

Senator CARDIN. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And again, let me thank both of our witnesses. As I said in my
opening statement, if we reach an agreement with Iran, if we are
successful in having an agreement that prevents them from moving
forward with a nuclear weapon program, there are still many other
issues in our relationship with Iran.

So, I just want to sort of crystal-ball where we are after an
agreement. Iran could very well continue its current policy of sup-
porting terrorism and its interference in so many other countries
that is making it very challenging for our partners in the region.
How do we influence the Iranian calculations? We have seen, in the
past, that the passage of sanctions in regards to their nuclear pro-
liferation was effective to bring them to the table to negotiate and,
we hope, reach an agreement. What type of strategic alliances and
what type of actions should the United States be contemplating in
order to affect the calculation Iran is using in its engagement in
Yemen, its engagement in Lebanon, its engagement in Iraq and
Syria? Do you have any advice as to where we should be trying to
develop those types of alliances and strategic partnerships?

One last point on this. And that is, you know, in the last 10 to
15 years, our strategic partnerships in the region have changed.
You know, we have had very close relations with Egypt. That went
through a very difficult period. We are trying to rebuild that today.
Jordan has been a trusted strategic partner for a long time, but
there have been issues in regards to that relationship. The only
partner that we have had that is been a consistent partner to the
United States has been Israel, and they, of course, have problems
with where we are heading on the Iranian agreement. What advice
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would you have for the United States in a post-agreement Middle
East?

Ambassador INDYK. Thank you, Senator Cardin.

The problem of rolling back Iran’s nefarious activities in the re-
gion, in the places that you have focused on—Lebanon, Syria, Iraq;
Yemen, in particular—is that they have been able to exploit two
advantages, which we have a hard time dealing with. First of all,
the collapse or erosion of the effectiveness of state institutions in
these countries provides fertile and low-cost ground for them to ex-
ploit by building parallel institutions; in effect, to exercise consider-
able influence in these countries. And when they do so, they do so
by taking advantage of the fact that there is a Shia population, in
each of these countries, that is open to their influence, whether it
be through cash or arms or training. And they have, of course, the
Iranian Revolutionary Guard Corps specifically designed for that
purpose. And they are very effective at it. And so, that combination
presents a great vulnerability; and therefore, presents great dif-
ficulty, in terms of how we can counter it.

The answer lies, essentially, in strengthening the institutions of
governance in those countries, but that is a difficult challenge,
which we do not usually do very well. I think you used the word
“partnership” and “partners.” And think that that is essential in
this effort. First of all, yes, we have to provide strategic reassur-
ance that we are not about to abandon our traditional allies,
whether it be Israel, Egypt, Jordan, Saudi Arabia, and the Gulf
States. And that is a very important adjunct to the process of doing
this deal with Iran.

But, then we have to work with them—particularly, of course,
the Sunni Arab States—in terms of building capabilities to go in
and Dbolster the institutions there that can counter the
vulnerabilities that Iran exploits. The people of Frond* **#%28:30%%%*
are now—particularly administration spokesmen—are saying that
this is a long-term project and thereby, somehow, I think, perhaps
trying to escape responsibility—direct responsibility for making
something happen on their watch. It is a long-term project. But, we
have to start now, and we have to start in the context of this nu-
clear deal, precisely because the fear of abandonment, which I
think is vastly exaggerated by our allies and traditional partners
in the region, needs to be addressed if we are to ensure that we
start a process of containing and rolling back Iran’s destabilizing
activities in the region.

Senator CARDIN. Mr. Jeffrey.

Ambassador JEFFREY. Senator, Ambassador Indyk has outlined
exactly what the problems are and a lot of steps that we could
take. A few very specific short-term ones, because, long term, we
can foresee doing anything, anywhere in the world, but the ques-
tion is, What are we going to do right now?

First of all, we have to restore our military credibility. We have
to have congressional support for use of military force if Iran goes
to a breakthrough. We have to know what the administration and
the next administration’s redlines are for when they would strike
if Iran did that. Besides the impact of that on a nuclear negotia-
tion, that would have an impact in the region by making people
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think that we really will live up to our commitments and that we
are restoring our deterrent power.

In terms of specifics in this region, we need to do more in Syria
against Assad. I am not advocating trying to overthrow him or
going to war, but ideas like a no-fly zone, like arming the resist-
ance fighters not just to fight ISIS, but also to fight the Assad gov-
ernment, to basically ensure that the other side, Assad and his
friends, Russia, Hezbollah, and Iran, understand we are not going
to let them win, we are pushing for a negotiated settlement that
will ensure that that place remains independent, and independent
among others, from Iran.

Same thing in Yemen. There are various steps we can do, again,
to reassure these people that it is not just their physical security
from an Iranian and—Iland invasion that they are worried about,
but the infiltration of the region by an Iranian—as Ambassador
Indyk said—Shia-supported almost ideological religious movement.

Senator CARDIN. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Perdue.

Senator PERDUE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And thank you both for being here today, and your testimony,
and your service to our country.

I have a question about the money and the sanctions. Today, it
is estimated that we have as much as $140 billion in held cash
through these sanctions on just their oil exports, alone. President
Obama, back in April, mentioned that there would be a signing
bonus. We do not know any details about that, but we have seen
estimates as high as $50 billion on that. You know, Iran, right now,
is producing their potential capacity, somewhere around $36 billion
annually, in terms of oil exports. So, that is larger than Venezuela,
to put it in perspective. And that is just an estimate. Iran spends
about $10 to $17 billion a year on their current military. Those are
estimates that we have seen. That sounds awfully low to me, but
those are the estimates that we have seen. So, it puts it in perspec-
tive that they are about to have a cash windfall. And what I am
concerned about, with their nefarious history of supporting ter-
rorism around the world, what—what is your two learned opinions
about what we can expect from this windfall of cash? I do not think
it is going to go to domestic programs. So, the question is—and it
looks like we have two differing points of view here. I would really
be interested in both your points of view about what we can expect,
given this windfall of cash upcoming at the end of these negotia-
tions, if, in fact, we get a deal.

Ambassador Jeffrey.

Ambassador JEFFREY. Sure. Senator, thank you.

It begins with the idea, Do we think that signing this agreement
is going to either flip Iran into being a status-quo power in the re-
gion or serve as some kind of encouragement that that will happen
over the longer term? I see no evidence of that, given Iran’s past
and given its ideological and religious role in the region, and the
very strong efforts it has made, not just under the current regime,
but, frankly, under the Shah, to have a hegemonic position in the
region. I think we can expect that to continue. And, frankly, we
have seen this around the world with other countries that have
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achieved regional power. And Iran is probably not all that dif-
ferent, totally aside from the religious aspect.

So, it is very hard for me to believe that they will not use some
part of that to further enhance their efforts from Gaza to Lebanon
to Iraq to Syria to Yemen, and they will find new places, as well.
So, it will be more of a threat because of that.

I also think that they will take some of the money and devote
it to their domestic side, as well, because the Rouhani government
came to office on that basis.

Ambassador INDYK. Thank you, Senator.

I think that we need to, first of all, bear in mind that this is the
kind of inevitable cost of doing an agreement that puts meaningful
curbs on Iran’s nuclear program. We need to make sure that they
are meaningful, that we can ensure that the Iranians do not cheat,
or we detect them if they do, and that we can put the sanctions
back on if they violate the agreement. But, we are not—if we are
going to go ahead with the agreement, we do not have an option
but to lift the sanctions. That is the basic deal, here.

I think you are absolutely right to be concerned about the wind-
fall and how it will be used. I think, as Jim has said, some of it
will be used for the economy. There is a high expectation amongst
the Iranian people that this is going to produce economic benefits.
And I think the regime will want to do some of that. But, they have
got a lot of money to spend for other purposes. And I find it hard
to believe that the Iranian Revolutionary Guard Corps and the
Ministry of Intelligence, who are the main vehicles for spreading
their destabilizing influence across the region, are not going to get
paid off to go along with an agreement which they have made clear
that they are not happy about. And it does not cost a lot of money
to do what they have been doing. So, a boost to that activity could
be problematic.

So, one example is that the Assad regime in Syria is hurting eco-
nomically now. It is also hurting militarily. But, were the Iranians
to infuse some cash into that regime, it would help it hold on. And
there are other ways in which it could provide funding and arms
and so on to, for instance, the Shia militias in Iraq, which would
tilt the balance even further in the favor of the Shia militias versus
these nascent Sunni militias that are barely able to stand up. And
that is not a good thing. So, there are all sorts of ways in which
it could become problematic.

Having said that, there are things that we can do, and need to
do, to prepare for that and to counter it. And that is what is so im-
portant about needing to recognize that, as a complement to the
deal, there has to be a U.S. strategy for the region that is designed
to deal with Iran’s destabilizing activities.

Senator PERDUE. Have you seen such a strategy yet?

Ambassador INDYK. You know, it is nascent, I would say. I think
that the Camp David meeting with the gulf countries is the start
to that. It has some specific references, which I think would be
worthwhile for you to get further explanation from the administra-
tion, have some closed hearings. But, there are public references to
working on counterinsurgency, counterterrorism, developing capa-
bilities in that regard, cybersecurity, other things. Those are the
kinds of things that they really need help with, that we need to be
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focused on. We have too easily responded to their needs by selling
them more aircraft. And that is good for our industries, and I un-
derstand that, but, in these circumstances, as we can see in
Yemen, aircraft are not the most effective thing. We need their
troops on the ground because of our own reluctance to put troops
on the ground.

Senator PERDUE. Right. Thank you. I am sorry to interrupt, but
I have only got a few seconds left. I really want to get to this ques-
tion.

On the S-300s, Russia just announced that they have done this
deal and they are going to sell these missiles to—these are surface-
to-air missile programs. Russia has used these in the Ukraine, we
are told. And Russia has said, “Well, this is mainly a defensive
weapon,” but it also allows, I think, Iran to project power in the
region.

Ambassador Jeffrey, are you concerned about this development?

Ambassador JEFFREY. Very much, Senator, for several reasons.

First of all, while there is no U.N. resolution or requirement
against that, the U.N. language says, “Exercise restraint in pro-
viding weapons to Iran.” The Russians just blew through that. And
there is no lifting of these resolutions until the U.N. does so, and
it has not yet. So, that is problem number one.

Problem number two is the fact that these do have a capability
that is, under certain circumstances, threatening to our airpower
and those of some of our friends and allies.

Thirdly, it sends a signal to the region that Iran has a big and,
let us face it, very aggressive buddy backing it—again, leading to
what Ambassador Indyk and I have been talking about, a desire on
the part of our folks in the region to say, “Who is backing us? And
how are you backing us?”

Senator PERDUE. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. I said I might interject a question. I am just
going to ask—Is it in our national interest that Iran dominate the
region as they are beginning to do? And, if not, should Congress
take into account—as we look at the details and facts of any deal—
or, look at whether the administration has that countervailing
strategy with, potentially, this much money coming into their
hands and their influence in the region—should that be a factor,
as we look at whether a deal with Iran should be approved?

Both of you, briefly, and then we will move to Senator Menendez.

Ambassador INDYK. Well, I think you are right to focus on the
details of the deal. It is going to be complicated enough in itself.
But, certainly, I do not see any reason why you should not question
what the strategy is. I believe that the administration is developing
that strategy. But, definitely, you should look into that and see
what they are doing. Because, as I said, it is critical. It is not, in
my view, sufficient—the problems that Iran can create in the re-
gion, additional problems to what it is already doing, as a result
of this deal is not a reason for not doing the deal, but is a reason
for insisting that there be an effective strategy to deal with the
kind of turbo boost that the Iranians are going to have in the re-
gion.
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As to answering your question about what our interests are in
the region, well, basic interests come down to the free flow of oil
at reasonable prices, which is less important to us directly now but
still critical for the global economy, which we depend upon, and, of
course, the protection of our allies in the region, starting with
Israel. And, in that context, domination by Iran would be dan-
gerous for all of those interests, and therefore, something that we
have traditionally opposed, and, I think, should continue to oppose.

Ambassador JEFFREY. Very quickly, Senator, I agree. The answer
is, absolutely not.

Furthermore, our whole foreign policy since World War II, and
particularly since 1989, has been based upon not allowing anybody
to dominate any region. We went into combat against Milosevic for
that in the Balkans, against Iran in 1987-88 in the Tanker War,
against Saddam in 1991, and then later several times, because if
you have that, the whole international order goes down the drain
as one regional hegemon dominates the other countries and starts
robbing them of their sovereignty and their rights to live in peace
and follow their own will.

Iran has a model for this. One of the more moderate Iranian offi-
cials, Hussein Mousavi and a friend of Rouhani and Zarif’s, who
was in exile actually, has laid it out, and it basically is a security
arrangement in the region with Israel weakened, the United States
out of the region, arms sales to our allies stopped, and, again, Iran
playing a predominant role. So, they know what they want, and
they are working on it.

Ambassador INDYK. I had one—one quick point occurs to me is
that—it is important to understand, Sunni Arab States will not ac-
cept Iranian domination. And so, the consequences of a greater suc-
cess by Iran in dominating the region will be a countervailing effort
to prevent that from happening and, therefore, a deepening sec-
tarian Sunni-Shia conflict.

Ambassador JEFFREY. I would—and I would add to Martin’s
point—and Sunni Arab States, if not helped, coached, led, and
backed by us, are going to go about resisting this domination in
ways we are not going to like, leading exactly to this conflagration,
Sunni versus Shia, that he just warned about.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you both.

Senator Menendez.

Senator MENENDEZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And thank you both for your long service to our country.

You know, the more I listen to your responses, the more I am
concerned that the strategy that should exist, under the hope that
we will get an agreement that actually could be supported and em-
braced as a good agreement, is a strategy that is all on the come,
when it should be upfront, because the turbo boost that you said,
Ambassador Indyk, is something that we will be behind the curve
on. What worries me as part of that is when the administration
says to those who are skeptical about the nature of what the final
deal will be, based upon the interim agreement, and based upon
the different understandings of that interim agreement, and based
upon actions like Iran increasing its fuel enrichment by 20 percent,
which may be within the JPOA, but ultimately has to be totally
eliminated by June 30, which is an extraordinary action that they
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will have to do—unless they ship it out, which they say they are
not willing to do—so, when you tell your adversary that you are ne-
gotiating indirectly, “If not an agreement, then what?” The sugges-
tion, “It is an agreement or war,” which I reject. I think there is
a third way. But, when you send that message, “If not an agree-
ment, then what?”—and when you say that, “Well, if necessary, we
will use our military capabilities,” but then undermine the essence
of that capability by saying, “But, it will not have much of a result
at the end of the day,” the message that you are sending in your
negotiation is one of weakness, not of strength. You let the other
side know that you need or want this deal as badly as they do. And
that is a dangerous negotiating posture, from my perspective. With
the lack of a strategy upfront to deal with the aftermath, and al-
ready sending those messages, I think it is a dangerous propo-
sition.

So, it seems to me that this strategy is something that we have
had 2 years of thinking about during negotiations, we would have
been evolving a strategy in the hope that we achieve successful ne-
gotiation, and know what to deal with in the aftermath.

Let me ask you. Should our focus in the region not be to
strengthen the state system in the Middle East?

Ambassador INDYK. Yes. But, of course, it is——

Senator MENENDEZ. I will take that for an answer. [Laughter.]

Ambassador INDYK. [continuing]. Easier said than done, Senator
Menendez.

Senator MENENDEZ. Go ahead, I am sorry.

Ambassador INDYK. It is very good to see you.

Just on the first point, if I might, I do not think that the alter-
native is war, but I do think we need to look seriously at what the
alternative is, given where we are.

Now, if the Iranians do not agree to a regime that provides
verification, inspection, monitoring, and snap-back sanctions, then
we should walk away, in my opinion, because we will be justified
in doing so, and we will have a credible case to make to our part-
ners in this negotiation, the P5+1 and others, that the Iranians
were not prepared to agree to a deal that was acceptable. And that
is the critical point, here. But, if they are willing to accept all of
our stipulations when it comes to inspection and verification and
snap-back, then I think walking away from that deal will have con-
sequences. It will mean that we will not be able to hold the sanc-
tions. And faced with the kind of erosion of support, we will have
a much harder time dealing with the Iranian nuclear program.
That will continue and pick up steam.

And then we are 3 months away from

Senator MENENDEZ. What is verification? What is snap-back?
What is possible military dimensions? How far can research and
development go? How you define those are incredibly important.
Because, for example, when we started this negotiation, we were
told that Arak would either be destroyed by them or destroyed by
us. We were told that Fordow would be closed. The reality is, nei-
ther one of those is the case. And there is a whole history of goal-
posts that have been moved, my concern is, what is the definition
of those elements that you describe?
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But, getting back to my question, your answer is, “Yes, we should
strengthen the state system in the Middle East.” Now, is it fair to
say that Iran’s influence, at least up to this date, has been to de-
stabilize state actors in the Middle East? And we see that in
Yemen, we have seen it, you know, in Lebanon, we see it through-
out the region. Is that a fair statement?

Ambassador JEFFREY. Senator, it certainly is. There are two
major threats to the state order in the Middle East. And every-
thing, including our security and that of the region, is based upon
that. One is extremist Sunni movement, such as al-Qaeda and
ISIS; another is Iran, which uses both religion and traditional
statecraft to try to subvert countries. And we know the tools. It is
denying a monopoly of force by governments. It is winning over the
loyalties of part of the population—Hezbollah in Lebanon, the
Houthis in Yemen, for example, some of the Shia militias in Iraq—
more to Tehran than to their own countries. And there is a reli-
gious element to some of this, as well.

This is worrisome.

Senator MENENDEZ. So, let me get to two last questions. And
that is, “If our interest is to support state systems, and Tehran’s
whole purpose has been undermining state systems, is it also fair
to say that, even with the sanctions and the drop in oil prices that
have bit significantly on their economy, they are still using a fair
amount of their resources to do exactly that, to undermine state ac-
tors?” Is that fair to say?

Ambassador INDYK. Yes. It certainly is fair to say. And that is
part of what I was——

Senator MENENDEZ. And if that is fair:

Ambassador INDYK. [continuing]. Referring to.

Senator MENENDEZ. And if that is fair to say, then, when you
have even greater amounts of money, it would seem to me that,
yes, some of it will go for domestic purposes, but a fair amount of
money—if you are suffering, and you are using your money not to
help your people but to go ahead and promote terrorism, so, when
you have more money, you can help your people to some degree,
but you can still promote that terrorism—that is a real concern.

And finally, let me just say, you know, do you think the gulf
partners, looking at the Budapest Memorandum, think that our
guarantees really mean a lot? We told Ukraine that if they gave
up its nuclear weapons, we would guarantee its territorial integ-
rity. That has not worked out too well for the Ukrainians. So, you
are going to tell this to the gulf region, “Do not pursue a nuclear
pathway because Iran is at the precipice of it, and we are going to,
you know, guarantee your security.” I think that is a little tough
for the gulf partners to believe, in and of itself. If you add the obli-
gation to keep Israel’s qualitative military edge to whatever you
are going to give the gulf partners, and the real concern is a nu-
clear one, I do not quite see how that works.

Ambassador INDYK. Well, first of all, I think that our gulf part-
ners are far more concerned about Iran’s activities in their neigh-
borhood than they are about Iran’s nuclear ambitions. And that is
the only way to explain why they have not sought nuclear capabili-
ties themselves. They certainly have not lacked the funds to do so.
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So, I do think that you could see, coming out of the Camp David
summit, that they do care about getting these assurances from the
President. And they have committed themselves, in that commu-
nique, to endorsing—supporting or welcoming a deal that would
have the kinds of things that we have been talking about, in terms
of inspections and verification and snap-back and so on.

But, I think that what they are looking for reassurance about is
that the United States is going to be with them, in terms of the
problems that they face with Iran in their region. It is not about
nukes, as far as they are concerned. And that is a much harder
thing for us to do for them. We can protect them against an exter-
nal Iranian threat, but dealing with the kind of subversion that
Iran is involved in, exploiting the chaos and collapse of institutions
in that region, is much harder to do, especially if we are not pre-
pared to put our own forces on the ground to do it. Then we have
got to find other forces to do it, and we have got to look to them
to do it. That is why we talk about partnership. That is—it is going
to require them to work with us on this, as well.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Isakson.

Senator ISAKSON. Thank you, Chairman Corker.

Thank you both for being here, and thank you for your service.

I want to follow up on Senator Menendez’s point, because, to me,
it is absolutely critical. We have done nothing, since we left Iraq
with all our—pulling all of our troops out, to demonstrate, in the
past 18 months, exactly what our commitment is, in my judgment.
There are—you mentioned the Ukraine. There were conversations
about that. We—about whether or not we had backed the right peo-
ple in the Middle East, whether or not we would confront Iran, in
terms of its nefarious activity. But, you know, I remember, from
my business career, the best deals I ever made were deals where
I first walked away from the table before I came back, because I
found out how bad the other guy really wanted to make a deal.
And the worst deals I ever made was when the deal was more im-
portant to me than common sense. And I worry we are getting into
a situation where we would not walk away.

Have you heard, credibly, either one of you, from your positions,
some of the conversations the Iranians have said, like, “We will not
allow military bases to be inspected,” or, “We are not going to allow
this,” or, “We are not going to allow that”? Are those not the type
of things they should know we will walk away from immediately?
And should we not have made that statement definitely so it is
without question?

Ambassador JEFFREY. We have heard these statements. I have
heard, for example, the deputy negotiator to Zarif, Araghchi, has,
in conversations that did come to our attention with the parliament
in closed session in Tehran, say that, “In fact, maybe some of these
things are negotiable with the Americans.” So, I think it is still in
play. Again, that is the problem we have, because we have not seen
the agreement in its final form yet, Senator.

But, certainly those are very, very important points. You do not
have full eyes on, which supposedly is critical to—it is critical to
this agreement, if you cannot visit military installations and if you
cannot interview their scientists and other technical officials. So,
that is very, very important. And this is something that the admin-
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istration should insist on. And if they do not get it, then they
should either walk away or wait until they do get it.

Senator ISAKSON. We must be believable in our negotiation, or
we will get taken. That is the point that I want to make.

Secondly, on what Senator Perdue raised, is not the Russian—
it is the 300, is it not? Surface—yes, is the S—-300 not capable of
carrying a tactical nuclear warhead?

Ambassador JEFFREY. I do not believe so, Senator. And again, it
is a surface-to-air system. In theory, surface-to-air systems can be
refigured to carry nuclear warheads. But, frankly, Iran has a really
disturbing arsenal of long-range missiles. That is why we are put-
ting the missile defense systems into Europe, some 3—4,000 miles
away. They have missiles that either can, or soon will be able to,
go that far, which is further, I think, than the S-300 will fly. So,
its basic threat is to shoot down our aircraft and cruise missiles.

Senator ISAKSON. Let me ask both of you a question, because I
have tremendous respect for your ability and your service to the
country and your knowledge, which I certainly do not have. Let me
just ask you this. What do you fear the most about making a deal
with the Iranians, or not making a deal with the Iranians? What
should our biggest concern and fear be?

Ambassador INDYK. In terms of making the deal, I think there
are two major concerns we have—which we have been discussing.
One is that they will cheat. They have cheated before on their obli-
gations under the Nonproliferation Treaty. We have seen, in the
case of Korea, that they got away with cheating and built a nuclear
weapon. So, that has got to be the concern within the deal, to make
sure that they do not have that ability. And I agree with you that,
if we do not get that, we should be prepared to walk, and that you
are absolutely right, in a—any negotiation, as you pointed out, but
particularly a negotiation with Iran, being ready and willing to
walk away if we cannot get the—our minimum requirements is
critically important to the negotiations. And I think that these
statements that they have making—they have been making, which
actually do not accord with the things that they have already
agreed to in the negotiating room, is an indication that they are
posturing for their public, that their public—that they have a prob-
lem with their public opinion. They have raised the expectations of
public opinion there, that there is going to be a deal on their terms.
And so, I think that actually we have a better ability to walk away
than they do at this point. And so, we are, in fact, in the stronger
position if we focus on the issues within the parameters of the deal
and make sure we get what we need in that regard.

The second problem is outside the deal—and we have discussed
that already this morning—which is, How do you contain and roll
back their activities in the region? You cannot do that as part of
the deal, but you are going to have to have a strategy to deal with
it alongside the deal.

Ambassador JEFFREY. Senator, in terms of a deal, the thing that
I am most worried about is that we will wind up looking like we
keep on making compromises and, therefore, we are seen as either
weak—and that has a huge impact on our ability to deter them in
the region—or people will think that the U.S. Government actually
believes that this deal will change the tune in Tehran and that



23

they will be a potential status-quo power or a potential partner in
regional security. And I think that is very worrisome.

Now, in fairness, you said, What do you worry about either with
a deal or without a deal? And having taken a few hits at the deal,
here is one of the things that the deal will give us. It will give us
more international support. This is important for two things. First
of all, the international sanctions—and they are the most effective
ones—do hinge on a good relationship between us, the EU, and
some of the other players, including China, in particular, as an Ira-
nian oil importer. But, secondly, I have several times cited the im-
portance of us being willing to use military force. Our experience
has been, sadly, that, when we did not have international support
for us, Iraq and Vietnam being two examples, we had a much hard-
er time. And therefore, international support is a value that you do
get in this agreement. It has to be balanced against other ones,
possibly sending a signal of weakness, possibly people questioning
our deterrence in Tehran. But, nonetheless, there is a certain value
to an agreement if it is verifiable and if it does give you the 1-year
time before they could break out.

Senator ISAKSON. So, I will just follow—so, to understand—a
good deal, in the definition of—your definition, and mine, of a good
deal, which is a good deal for the American people and the people
of the Middle East, would be preferable to not making a deal, be-
cause it would raise our stature with the international community?
Is that what I heard you say?

Ambassador JEFFREY. No, sir. There is no good deal at this point.
A good deal would be “no enrichment.” A good deal would be—they
are out of the business of having a nuclear weapons threshold ca-
pability. So, it is a question of a bad deal that may be better than
a set of other circumstances or perhaps living with the other cir-
cumstances.

One of the things that a deal does give us is the ability to mobi-
lize the international community if Iran breaks out. And that abil-
ity to mobilize the international community typically has been very
successful when we have had to use military force, such as in
Korea in 1950 or in Kuwait in 1991.

Senator ISAKSON. Thanks, to both of you, very much.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Kaine.

Senator KAINE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And thank you, to our witnesses.

Just a couple of comments and some questions.

My assessment of the status of the U.S.-Iran dynamic as adver-
saries pre-JPOA, pre-November 2013, was that the combined
weight of congressional/executive/international sanctions were put-
ting deep pressure on the Iranian economy, hurting and affecting
the Iranian economy. That helped bring them to the table. But, I
do not necessarily think that combined weight of sanctions was
slowing down their nuclear program. In fact, it may have acceler-
ated their nuclear program. To the extent that they felt isolated,
you can look at them as a resistance economy. They were putting
an unreasonable amount of effort into advancing the nuclear pro-
gram. So, the status before the President and American diplomats
engaged in this discussion, I think, was one where the sanctions
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were working against the economy, but the Iranian nuclear pro-
gram was accelerating in a dangerous way.

During the pendency of the JPOA, since November 2013, I have
been to Israel twice, once in January—February 2014, and then
back in January 2015—and even the Israelis, who were worried
about an ultimate deal, acknowledged, some grudgingly, some en-
thusiastically, that they think the JPOA period has actually been
a positive, that the combination of rollback of some elements of the
Iranian program together with additional inspections has been a
positive. They like that better than the pre-November 2013 status
quo. Now we move to the situation of what we are going to think
about with respect to a final deal.

This is a sincere question. It is going to sound like I am not sin-
cere, but I am going to ask it this way. I do not view this as a nego-
tiation about whether Iran will be a friend or an adversary. I view
this as a question about whether an adversary will have a nuclear
weapon or will not have a nuclear weapon. Do either of you doubt
that the region, the United States, and the world are safer if Iran
does not have a nuclear weapon than if they do?

Ambassador INDYK. I think this is the primary benefit of a deal
that is enforceable. That is that it will give the region, and the
United States and our allies there, particularly Israel, a 10-to-15-
year nuclear-free Iran, in which we will no longer be faced with
this kind of sense that Iran is about to cross the nuclear threshold.

Senator KAINE. In other words, a bellicose Iran without a nuclear
weapon may still be bellicose, but a bellicose Iran with a nuclear
weapon is really dangerous in terms of potentially throwing its
weight around in the region and in the world.

Ambassador INDYK. Correct. And we are talking about a region
which is in chaos. And so, add a nuclear Iran to the mix and then
the other states in the region will have a very strong incentive to
go get nuclear weapons, so we get a nuclear arms race on top of
everything else that is going on there. So, yes, we need the breath-
ing space. The breathing space is worth something to us. And time
is not neutral in this situation. Ten to 15 years, we can use the 10
to 15 years to roll back Iran.

Senator KAINE. Absolutely.

Let me explore now the decision tree of “no deal” and “deal.” 1
think I agree with what the Chair said. I do not think “no deal”
automatically means “war,” but, “no deal” does have some con-
sequences.

How important is it, to the effect of the sanctions that currently
exist and more that we might want to put on, that there is an
international coalition supporting the sanctions, versus the United
States just proceeding alone? I would like to hear both of you talk
about that.

Ambassador JEFFREY. At this point, it is very, very important,
because the sanctions that have really bitten deep are the NDAA
sanctions, which run third countries through their financial sys-
tems, which countries actually could resist, but we had both tem-
porary waiver authority, or—if they were reducing, bit by bit—and,
frankly, they wanted to help us put Iran under wraps, so they did
cooperate. But, the cooperation was getting tougher and tougher, if
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you talk to the people who were actually trying to execute it on the
U.S. Government side.

The second set of sanctions that are really effective are the EU
sanctions, which not only ended all imports of Iranian oil, but,
frankly, through hitting insurance, funds transfers, banking, and
other auxiliary elements of the international trade system, really
led to Iran losing more than—roughly half of its oil exports. That,
combined with the drop in oil prices, put Iran in the economic situ-
ation we see.

So, it is important to maintain that if we cannot get a deal.

Senator KAINE. Well, then let me follow up and ask this. So, if
there is no deal, then it is very critical whether the community per-
ceives that the absence of a deal is because Iran is being unreason-
able or they were willing to be at least somewhat reasonable and
the United States or other parties refused to make a deal. So, if
it looks like Iran is being unreasonable, there is a greater chance
to hold the coalition together to keep sanctions tough. If it looks
like the United States or other partners are being unreasonable, it
is more difficult to hold the coalition together. Would you both
agree with that?

Ambassador INDYK. I think that that is exactly right. It depends
very much on how the deal breaks down. If there is a deal that
meets the requirements of the P5+1, in terms of inspection, snap-
back, and so on, then—and let us say that the Congress decides,
in its wisdom, that this is not a deal that they can support, so we
are responsible for, in effect, walking away, I think it will be very
hard to maintain the international sanctions in those cir-
cumstances. But, if Iran refuses to agree to, for instance, inspection
of its military bases, then we have a great deal of credibility in
walking away. And I think, actually, we should, because I believe
that they will then buckle under and accept what we need.

Senator KAINE. Let me ask about the other part of the decision
tree. If there is a deal—if there is a deal that generally meets the
April 2 framework, and Iran accepts it, and we are going to have
to dig into the details—I am particularly interested in inspec-
tions—there will be inspections. We want to make sure that they
are vigorous, immediate, everywhere.

Credible military threat. To my way of thinking, a credible threat
to take out an Iranian nuclear program is combined of some ele-
ments: capacity to do it; backbone, willingness to do it; but also the
intel that gives you the information about how to do it. Now, we
have intel now. That has been demonstrated in the past, the intel
that we have. And that is not going away. But, is intel plus the
additional information that you get from an aggressive and signifi-
cant inspections regime not better than intel without that? And so,
would a deal that gives us significant inspections not enhance our
intelligence, and hence, enhance the credibility of our military
threat?

Ambassador INDYK. Yes, I think that that is absolutely the case.
Being on the ground and being able to go anywhere, anytime, is
critically important. We are going to still need the intelligence as-
sets that we have been using, and working with our allies and
their intelligence capabilities. But, being on the ground makes a
huge difference.
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In Irag—and I had some experience when I served in the Clinton
administration on this—when we had inspectors on the ground,
even though they were being blocked in various places—you re-
member that cat-and-mouse game that we always played—never-
theless, we had a much better insight into Iraq’s nuclear program.
And, in fact, we were, at that point, comfortable about retiring the
nuclear file, because we were persuaded, because of the inspec-
tions, that, on that front, as opposed to chemical and biological, we
actually knew what they had and knew that we were able to mon-
itor it and control it and prevent them from getting nuclear weap-
ons.

So, I think that that was a very interesting example of the way
in which both give us an ability to know. And, in this case, the in-
spectors are going to be at the mine head, at the milling, at the
enrichment process, at the stockpiling, and every—and in Arak, the
plutonium reactor, heavy water reactor, we are going to have a full
visibility on their program. And that goes on for—I think it was 25
years of that kind of inspection. I think that will give us some de-
gree of assurance that we will know if they cheat.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

I will interject that—and that was a good line of questioning, and
I appreciate it—there is an agreement that we have not had access
to that lays out what Iran is able to do from year 10 on. It is called
the Iranian Nuclear Development Program. There is a document
that outlines that. For some reason, the administration will not
share it with us. I have asked both at the Energy level, the Sec-
retary of State level, and the Chief of Staff of the President. And
so, I think that there are legitimate concerns about what happens
after year 10. And it makes me concerned that their unwillingness
to share that—with us means they think it is something that will
undermine the American people’s confidence in what they are
doing. So, hopefully, they will be forthcoming with that soon.

Senator Gardner.

Senator GARDNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And thanks, to the ambassadors, for being here today.

In Ambassador Indyk’s testimony, there was a quote that I will
read here, “Once sanctions are removed, Iran will be the bene-
ficiary of the unfreezing of some $120 billion of assets, its oil reve-
nues are likely to increase by some $20—$24 billion annually. It is
reasonable to assume that a good part of that windfall will be used
to rehabilitate Iran’s struggling economy and fulfill the expecta-
tions of Iran’s people for a better life, but it is an equally safe bet
that the Iranian Revolutionary Guard Corps, the Ministry of Intel-
ligence, and the Iranian Armed Forces will be beneficiaries, too.”

Do you know what the amount that Iran sponsors terrorism at
the level of funding that they actually contribute to funding of
Hezbollah and other terrorist organizations?

Ambassador JEFFREY. It runs, by the estimates I have seen, to
the tens of billions, if you put in the Syrian operation, which is the
biggest one, support for Hezbollah and some of their other activi-
ties around the region.

Senator GARDNER. We think it is around $200 million or so. And
I think that is—tens of millions, certainly up to $200 million, ac-
cording to reports——
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Ambassador JEFFREY. Billion, sir.

Senator GARDNER. Billions? Okay, I am sorry. Yes.

Ambassador JEFFREY. Not $200 billion, but probably in the $10-
$20 billion range.

Senator GARDNER. Okay. And the economy is going to turn
around. Would this encourage them—would they stop, once this
economy turns around—from funding that line item?

Ambassador JEFFREY. It is almost inconceivable, from any anal-
ogy or historical example I have seen, that a country that has an
aggressive foreign policy, if it comes upon further resources, would
then ratchet back. Typically, they will double down and try harder.
That does not mean they will use all of that money, or even most
of that money, because they do have pressing domesticate needs,
and they have a lot of popular pressure to spend more on a con-
sumer economy. So, some of that will flow to the domestic side.
But, clearly, some of it will flow almost—by all evidence we have
seen with Iran and in other countries, towards their nefarious ac-
tivities through the region.

Senator GARDNER. And these nefarious activities are not going to
make Israel more safe as a result of this agreement and a growing
economy. Is that correct?

Ambassador JEFFREY. They are not going to make anybody, in-
cluding the Iranians, safe, in the end, Senator.

Senator GARDNER. Thank you, Ambassador.

And in your testimony, you stated that, “Any agreement should
be judged not only on the basis of its verifiable real restraints in
Iran, but also by the context within which the agreement would op-
erate, readiness to back it by far more explicit and credible readi-
ness to use force to stop a breakout, and a far more active U.S. pro-
gram to contain Iran’s asymmetrical military, ideological, religious,
economic, and diplomatic moves to expand its influence in the re-
gion.”

The President has said that there is no military solution. The
President has talked that we cannot back away now. Could you ex-
plain that remark a little bit further?

Ambassador JEFFREY. To the extent I can, because the President
has said several different things.

First of all, officially he said that he will use all necessary meas-
ures if Iran were to break out to a nuclear weapon. But, he has
also said that he does not think that a military solution is going
to buy you very much. He said, the other day to an Israeli jour-
nalist, that it would give you a temporary stop. That is true. But,
we have seen military force before—against Iraq, three times, by
the Israelis and by us in 1991, and then by us in 1998—lead to the
termination of weapons of mass destruction programs. We have
seen it, obviously, in the case of Israel striking Syria. And after
2003, when we went into Iraq, that is when the Iranians halted
their weaponization program, and it is when the Libyans decided
that it was high time for them to give up their programs.

So, military force can have an effect beyond how many targets
you hit and how long it will take to reconstitute. It does have a po-
litical influence on the other side. So, I would not rule it out.
Never.
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Senator GARDNER. There has been conversations—I think, opin-
ion pieces written in the Wall Street Journal and others—talking
about this bifurcation in these negotiations of political restraint
with nuclear restraint, that the agreement seems to sort of have
almost a tunnelvision on the issue of nuclear restraint without ad-
dressing any other areas of Iranian political restraint. And that is
ideological, religious, economic, diplomatic moves to expand influ-
ence in the region, or perhaps use those efforts in nefarious ways
against our allies and, indeed, against the United States. Do you
think, under these negotiations, have we lost track of the fact that
we also have other areas that need to be restrained?

Ambassador INDYK. I do not think so. And—but, I think it is im-
portant to understand that it was not possible to address those con-
cerns in this negotiation without weakening our ability to get what
we needed, in terms of blocking Iran’s four pathways to a nuclear
weapon. If we had allowed the agenda to widen to address the
issues of their activities in the region, they would have used it as
a tradeoff, they would have linked their behavior in the region to
the negotiations about their nuclear program. And so, if they
agreed to less regional disturbing activity, they would expect us to
be more lenient on their nuclear program. We could not enter into
that.

Plus, our Arab allies said, “It is none of your business to be dis-
cussing those issues with them when we are not at the table, be-
cause that affects our direct interests.”

So, I do not think it was possible to address it within the context
of the deal, but we need—we do need to address it outside the deal
and in parallel to the deal. And that is the burden of my argument
here.

Could I say one other thing about force? I think that the use of
force—the threat of the use of force, and a credible threat of use
of force, is critically important, in terms of deterring a breakout by
Iran or, in fact, cheating on this agreement. But, actually using the
force has a problem. That is what the President was referring to.
That is—and that is what happened in the case of Israel’s bombing
of the Osirak nuclear reactor. What the Iraqis did was, they took
their whole nuclear program underground. We had no visibility on
it. And we were surprised when we actually went into the country,
in 1992, to discover that they had this massive nuclear program
that we knew nothing about. And that is the danger, here, that if
we have to use force, what we will end up with is something less
than what we can have through the deal, itself. Ten to 15 years
of a nuclear-free Iran versus 2 to 3 years by bombing all their fa-
cilities, but they have got the know-how, they can rebuild, they will
no longer be under any obligations, and they will claim that they
then have a justification for getting nuclear weapons, because they
were attacked when they did not have nuclear weapons.

Senator GARDNER. Ambassador Jeffrey, would you like to re-
spond?

Ambassador JEFFREY. Ambassador Indyk’s absolutely right about
the Osirak bombing, but I would just add that the reason we went
in in 1992 to find that was on the back of American tanks.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Udall.
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Senator UDALL. Thank you both for your service to the country.
And I think this has been a very good discussion and you have had
some very insightful comments.

One of the issues here that has been raised is Iranian domi-
nance, Iranian hegemonic desires, that kind of thing. Do you be-
lieve our U.S. foreign policy has contributed to the strengthening
of Iran in the region, some of the decisions that we have made?

Ambassador INDYK. Well, now we are—now we will get conten-
tious, and I do not mean to be so.

Senator UDALL. Well, I am not——

Ambassador INDYK. But, I do——

Senator UDALL [continuing]. I am not trying to be conten-
tious

Ambassador INDYK. No, I will be contentious.

Senator UDALL. Oh, okay.

Ambassador INDYK. Not you, Senator. [Laughter.]

Ambassador INDYK. The—Dbecause, look, again, I will go back to
the experience of the Clinton administration. There were—we had
real concerns about what Saddam Hussein was doing to his people,
and we were constantly looking at what we needed to do to prevent
that. But, we were always constrained by the concern that we had
that, if we took him out, we would open the gateway to the influ-
ence of Iran in Iraq. That was a major concern during that time.

Now, that is what happened as a result of taking Saddam Hus-
sein out. Now, I was in favor of that war, but I was also in favor,
similarly today, of doing a whole lot of things that would have pre-
vented that from happening. But, that is what happened. Once the
gates of Babylon were opened to Iran, that opened the way for
them to exert their influence across the region. They were already
in Lebanon via the Shia community there, and Hezbollah. But, Iraq
was a big prize for them. And it was done, courtesy of the U.S.
Army and the U.S. taxpayer.

Senator UDALL. Ambassador Jeffrey, do you have the same view?

Ambassador JEFFREY. Certainly going into Iraq was a benefit to
Iran, but it did not have to be as bad as it turned out to be. I mean,
there were steps that we could have taken over the last——

Senator UDALL. But—so, what should we have done?

Ambassador JEFFREY. We could have made it clear that, in other
ways, we would have stayed there longer, and that Iraq’s security
was in our interests, and that we were there for the long haul, not
trying to get out. That is the first thing. But, second——

Senator UDALL. But, staying there for the long haul would have
meant changing the Shia government in such a way that they were
going to be inclusive. You actually think we could have made them
do that?

I mean, it looks to me like the—that there was just a real desire,
in terms of dominance and not being inclusive, and I do not know,
really, how the United States—can you tell me how that they, the
United States, can make the government do that?

Ambassador JEFFREY. The answer is, we cannot, Senator—and it
is a very important point—even at the point of a gun. What we can
do is have influence. These are rational people, in all of the polit-
ical parties in Iraq. Some of them are pro-Iranian, some of them
are not, some of them are opportunistic. In the period from roughly
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2008, when the Shia militias were put down by the Maliki govern-
ment, to roughly 2012-13, the country was able to live in relative
peace and relative rapprochement between the various groups. Two
things happened. One is, slowly, in part because we did not have
the influence that we should have, other forces, including Iran
leading the charge, pushed toward a more Shia-dominated system.
Secondly, and far more seriously—and I think this is the point
where we have most contributed to Iran’s spread in the region—
Syria happened. Nothing in the last 15 years has had the same ef-
fect on the region as what happened in Syria and the fact that we
did not react to it. It has delivered repeatedly in bad ways: the rise
of ISIS, one of the biggest humanitarian and

Senator UDALL. Could you not also make the argument that the
rise of ISIS came as a result of what was done in Iraq? I think
there is a significant connection there to what is going on.

But, let me ask—Ambassador Indyk—he has mentioned Syria
and there should be a no-fly zone. Do you think that should be
done unilaterally by the United States, or should it be done collec-
tively through the U.N. or other multinational organizations?

Ambassador INDYK. Well, I do not think that U.N. collective ac-
tion is an option here, because the Russians will veto it.

Senator UDALL. Is there any reason to push it anyway to show
what their position is?

Ambassador INDYK. We are operating a kind of de facto no-fly
zone in parts of Syria already, just because the Syrian Air Force
will not fly where our Air Force flies. And we can—there are plenty
of ways in which we can affect the calculus of the Syrian Assad re-
gime. You know, I do not know why we cannot take out helicopters
that are dropping barrel bombs on Syrian civilians. We would only
need for us to take out one or two, I believe, and the Syrian regime
would get the message. So, there are certainly things that we could
do that I think would stop short of a formal declaration of a no-
fly zone but would give relief to the Syrian people and would send
a very important signal to not just our Arab allies, but so many
across the Arab and Muslim world that are deeply affected by the
fact that we are not doing anything. We are flying there against
ISIS, but we are not doing anything against the Syrian regime.

Senator UDALL. Thank you very much.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Flake.

Senator FLAKE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you for the testimony.

I have been supportive of these negotiations with Iran, partly be-
cause I sense that it would be tough to hold the coalition that we
have put together, together for much longer. And I agree with your
assessment that it was the international nature—the multilateral
nature of the sanctions that really bit, particularly the financial
sanctions, and the success came because it was Iran versus the
West rather than Iran versus the United States. And so, I think
going through these negotiations was probably the only way to
really keep this coalition together. If Iran does not comply now, and
we can come back, and it will not be that simply nothing will be
good enough for the United States, but there is a material breach
that is demonstrated that Iran simply will not live to the agree-
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ments that were set out, if that is the case. So, I have been sup-
portive of the negotiations.

I agree with the formulation that Senator Kaine put forward,
that Iran—that the sanctions were effective, certainly in debili-
tating their economy, but it did not do much to slow their drive to-
ward a nuclear weapon. And I do not know how the same level of
sanctions, you know, over another period of time—why we would
expect that to have any different result. So—but, now, given where
we are—and I agree with the formulation that an agreement that
really, truly does limit their ability to move forward to a nuclear
weapon, if only for 10 or 15 years, is better than not having an
agreement, and then we can focus on the other issues. But, that
is what I want to ask you a bit about.

Ambassador Jeffrey, in your remarks, you state that, “The region
needs a strong commitment from the United States to push back
Iran’s actions in Iraq, in Syria, and elsewhere.” What would that
look like in Iraq? What would a stronger commitment from the
United States look like right now in Iraq?

Ambassador JEFFREY. The Camp David meeting actually had a
final statement that had some pretty good language. It said that
the parties believe that Iran should be required to agree—engage
on the principles of good neighborly relations, strict noninterference
in the affairs of other countries, and respect for territorial integrity
throughout the region. These are, of course, exactly the things it
is not doing. And in Iraq, one reason Iran is gaining influence—
and we saw this in the balance between Tikrit and Ramadi—is
that we are not as present as we should be. And therefore, the
Iraqi people, including even many of the Sunnis I know in Ramadi,
are having to turn to the Shia militias, some of—not all of them,
but some of whom are under the thumb of Iran, the Khatib
Hezbollah, Asa al-Haq, and, to a considerable degree, the Badr
Corps—those are the three major ones—because there is not an ef-
fective Iraqi military. One of the reasons there is not an effective
Iraqi military is that we have not put our troops, as we have done
in every other conflict I have been involved in, on the ground with
these units, technically to advise them, to call in air support, but,
frankly, in many respects, to strengthen their spine and to reas-
sure them that, as long as our troops are there, they will get air
support, they will get medevac, they will get resupply, and they
will not be overrun, because we will not let it happen. I cannot de-
scribe what a difference that makes. I saw it in Vietnam in 1972,
I saw it in Iraq in 2010. Having Americans out there would in-
crease the capabilities of the Iraqi forces tremendously. It would
also show America cares, we are willing to put skin in the game.
If we take casualties, we are willing to do this because Iraq’s im-
portant to us. Iran is willing to put people out there.

Senator FLAKE. Ambassador Indyk, do you have any thoughts on
that? What would a more robust

Ambassador INDYK. Yes, I think that it starts at the political
level. Abadi is definitely the—the Prime Minister is definitely bet-
ter than Maliki. But, his commitment to inclusiveness is somewhat
constrained; in particular, by pressure from Iran. And we need to
be equally assertive, in terms of pressing him to go through with
the commitments he has made to inclusion, when it comes, on the
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political level, to the Sunnis. They feel excluded, and that is—as
long as that continues, it is going to affect the morale of the mili-
tary, the willingness of Sunni soldiers to fight. And so, that is point
number one: inclusion is critically important, and we need to be ac-
tively engaged in that.

Point number two is, we should be building more actively the ca-
pabilities of the Sunni militias and the Kurdish peshmerga. Again,
because of our respect for the sovereignty of Iraq, we are going
through the Iraqi Government. And the Iraqi Government, under
the pressure from Iran, is restraining what we can do there. And
we need to—I think we have made some kind of breakthrough on
that front now, that I heard just this morning, with the Sunni mili-
tias, that arms will be going to the Sunni militias. I think that is
critically important. We need to be arming the Kurdish forces, as
well, in a more robust way.

So, it is on the military level—I endorse what Ambassador Jef-
frey said, in terms of embedding our special forces—but, it is also
political and arming of the militias.

Senator FLAKE. Let me return to the nuclear negotiations for a
minute. If we concede that Iran—what our goal is, is to try to keep
them from a 1-year breakout period. If we assume they are that
close now, what is their motivation—their real motivation now to
come to the negotiating table? Would they not have more leverage
if they were to complete that march toward a weapon and then ne-
gotiate after that? Why do you suppose they are coming to the
table now? Do they fear a strike or perhaps are they not as close
as we think they are?

Ambassador JEFFREY. My view, Senator, is, they were very close
to that point. Remember, when Prime Minister Netanyahu went to
the U.N., I think, in 2013, and he drew the redline on the 20-per-
cent enriched uranium. They were close to 200 kilograms. When
you get a little bit above 200 kilograms, you will have enough for
what is called a significant amount, SA, of—you have had the brief-
ings—25 to 27 kilos of 90-percent enriched for at least one nuclear
device. So, they were right up to that point. But, that was also
when the international community was really hitting them hard
with sanctions, they were having a huge impact on their economy.
Also, both Israel and the United States were at least making noises
about a military strike. That not only had an effect on Iran, it had
a frightening effect on many of our friends, including the Euro-
peans, who have never seen a war they do not want to run away
from. So—that may be a bit unfair, but, you know, they were very
nervous about either us or the Israelis striking, so they were will-
ing to do these very, very dramatic sanctions, ending all oil imports
and doing other things against Iran. So, you had a combination of
events that put Iran under pressure, and then it decided, “Maybe
we will back off a little bit.”

But, the important thing is, they are giving up nothing. And this
is on the express decision of the Supreme Leader. They are not
closing anything down, they are not blowing up a reactor, like the
North Koreans did, they are not admitting guilt on the possible
military dimensions. They are basically just putting things in stor-
age for a while, or converting things. But, they are not admitting
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guilt, and they are not really changing their entire program to get
to this 1 year.

Ambassador INDYK. Could I just add to that one point that I
think is worth noting about the agreement?

They are giving up something very significant when it comes to
their Arak heavy water reactor, which is the most dangerous and
expeditious way that they could get plutonium for a nuclear weap-
on. And they have agreed, there, to reconfigure the core, to ship out
the spent fuel, and not to have any kind of reprocessing facility.
That is a very robust measure, and it is designed specifically that
way because that is precisely the way that the Koreans broke out.

And so, while it is true that they have not blown up anything,
as Ambassador Jeffrey suggests, they have accepted the kinds of
curbs that we need to be sure that they have blocked—that we
have blocked their pathway. We have to be concerned about cheat-
ing. We have to be concerned about what happens at the end of the
road. But, I think that, in terms of what our negotiators have gen-
erated here within the confines of the Iranians having to be able
to say, you know, “We did not blow up anything,” essentially is not
a bad deal. In that regard, it is a good deal.

Senator FLAKE. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Markey.

Senator MARKEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, very much.

Ambassador Jeffrey, in your testimony, you call for an advanced
authorization for use of military force against Iran to prepare for
the possibility that they will violate an agreement that has not yet
been reached. So, this is the committee would have to pass an ad-
vanced authorization for the use of military force against Iran. We
already have two such authorizations that are open-ended, not lim-
ited by geography, and we have a third one that is pending before
this committee with regard to what the limitations should be for
the authorization.

Could you talk a little bit about what you think should be in that
resolution, what type of military force we should be explicitly put-
ting into that resolution, and what should be the conditions under
which this committee passes an authorization, given the fact that
we do not know what the conditions will be that could possibly
then trigger the use of that use of military force in the resolution
that you would recommend.

Ambassador JEFFREY. Thank you, Senator.

To be specific, this is something that would be part of a package
if, in fact, the Senate did not take—if we do get to an agreement—
the first step, then, under the Iran Nuclear Review Act, you looked
at the act, and you did not take action to stop the lifting of sanc-
tions; thus, the agreement would go forward. This would be a
measure to ensure that, if we do have this agreement, it is clear
to all, including the Iranians and—but also including—to our
friends in the region that this is not a watershed event in our rela-
tions with Iran, it is simply a deal to get them to stop moving to-
wards nuclear weapons capability. So, therefore, if they were to try
to break out—and they still could do this within a year under the
agreement, as we understand it—that current U.S. policy laid out
by the President repeatedly is that we will use military force to
stop Iran from getting a nuclear weapon. Given recent events, in-
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cluding the Syrian debacle, it would be helpful if we knew that the
U.S. people, through the U.S. Congress, supported that action——

Senator MARKEY. Can I—may I just ask, just so I understand—
you want us—you want this committee to authorize the use of mili-
tary force against Iran explicitly in the event that they violate the
agreement, or in the event that there is no agreement?

Ambassador JEFFREY. In the event, with or without an agree-
ment, that Iran is on the verge of getting a nuclear weapon, and
the—this administration nor no other administration has ever said
what that red line would be; that is another issue—but, certainly
it is U.S. policy that we would use all means at our disposal—it
is euphemisms, but it is clear it means military force—to stop Iran
from actually achieving a military capability. As that is our policy,
but as there is some question to our willingness, given the Syrian
experience, to carry out that redline policy, it would be helpful if
the U.S. Congress were to do that. In particular——

Senator MARKEY. Well, again, it was not necessary—it was not
necessary to carry out the redline policy, because Assad acceded to
what it was that, in fact, the goal of the administration was, which
was to put their chemical weapons under—so, in fact, we did not
have to go beyond the redline, because Assad accepted the condi-
tions. So, I guess—again, and I am trying to just zero in, here, on—
in terms of what you are asking for. It—is it that we should be
having this debate now, or should we have this debate after the ad-
ministration concludes the deal with the Iranians?

Ambassador JEFFREY. After it concludes the deal with the Ira-
nians. The other thing with the Syrian thing is——

Senator MARKEY. And if the—let me just understand—and if the
deal is one that is acceptable to the United States and to Iran,
should we still pass an Advanced Authorization for the Use of Mili-
tary Force Against Iran?

Ambassador JEFFREY. Yes, I think so, because there are many
people who think that, even with a deal, you are——

Senator MARKEY. Really?

Ambassador JEFFREY [continuing]. Going to have an Iran that ei-
ther will cheat or will try to get around it.

Senator MARKEY. What do you think of that idea, Ambassador
Indyk, that, even after we reach an agreement, then this body
would pass an authorization?

Ambassador INDYK. It strikes me as a kind of a belt-and-sus-
penders approach. We do not need it.

I am wary about it, partly because it, in a sense, puts the Ira-
nian finger on our trigger. And I am not sure that that is a wise
path to go down. I think the President’s statement that he is will-
ing to use all means necessary to prevent Iran from getting a nu-
clear weapon is clear. We have deployed significant forces in the
gulf, and taken measures with our gulf allies to ensure that the
Iranians understand that there is a real capability. So, if we are
trying to get at the question of will to actually use that, I think
that there are other ways that it can be done without, in effect,
producing a kind of automaticity to how we would respond.

Senator MARKEY. Well, I tend to agree with you. I think that ob-
viously the goal of an agreement with Iran is to move toward a nor-
malization of relations with Iran. Now, is that possible? We do not
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know that, at this point. But, if there is going to be some attempt
that is made towards a rapprochement between the Arab and Ira-
nian Governments, then surely it is based upon an agreement that
does not then lead to an automaticity of action that is already pre-
approved by this committee, in terms of use of military against
Iran if there are some questionable activities, questions that are
raised with regard to compliance with the agreement.

So, I just disagree with you, Ambassador Jeffrey. I just think
that that would be a dangerous statement for us to be making at
a point at which we have reached an agreement that is acceptable
to the P5+1 and that is going to, I think, actually lead to a sigh
of relief across the planet, and that this would be an unnecessary
escalation, in terms of the dynamic that would have—potentially
have been created between our country and Iran.

Ambassador JEFFREY. Senator, one word on this. I understand
your point. Nonetheless, it is the policy of the U.S. Government
that we would do this. That is announced repeatedly by the Presi-
dent at almost every opportunity when he does talk about the Ira-
nian situation.

Secondly, the deal with Syria, the willingness of the Russians to
try to negotiate a deal, I believe happened only after this com-
mittee passed a resolution authorizing the use of force by the U.S.
Government against Syria.

Senator MARKEY. I would say, again, sir, that, while it is the
kind of the sotto voce policy of our country that Iran would not be
allowed to have a nuclear weapon, the premise of the treaty will
be that they are not going to get a weapon, because there will be
full-scope safeguards that are in place that will give us the tripwire
that we need to know. To then have us act as though they are not
in compliance or that they will not be in compliance, and that we
are authorizing military force, I think, would complicate, dramati-
cally, our ability to, in fact, gain the full benefits of the treaty that
we are hoping can be negotiated.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Ambassador Indyk, we fudged by 10 minutes. Usually, Secretary
Kerry comes in and tells us he has a hard stop, but stays hours
later. I did want to give you an opportunity to stay and make sure
this is fair and balanced, until we end, or, if you need to leave and
go to your board meeting, you are certainly welcome to do that, too.

Ambassador INDYK. Thank you very much, Senator. I apologize
to all of you that I have to chair a meeting that I convened with
30 people, and I could not change that. And I really apologize that
I have to leave.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, listen, thank you very much for your serv-
ice, for being here today. And the record is going to remain open
for some period of time. If you would answer questions, we would
greatly——

Ambassador INDYK. With pleasure.

The CHAIRMAN [continuing]. Appreciate it. And, with great ap-
preciation, you are dismissed.

Ambassador INDYK. Thank you very much.

The CHAIRMAN. With that, Senator Risch.

Senator RiscH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Mr. Jeffrey, I guess I would like your thoughts on this. My prob-
lem with all of this is, I have a threshold question that I have trou-
ble getting beyond and that we have made reference to it here
today. And that is the fact that when we started these negotiations,
I said, “This is great. We are going to sit down with the Iranians,
we are going to get them to the point where they say, 'Well, we are
going to—we want to be a normal country. We are going to give
up meddling in other people’s affairs. We are going to give up being
sponsors of terrorism. We are going to actually quit doing acts of
terrorism.”” And then I find out they say, “No, that is off the table.
We are not going to talk about that at all.”

And so, here is the problem I have got. If the—the negotiations
are regarding what they are going to do over the next 10 years in
developing a nuclear weapon, but, in so doing, if I vote for that, I
am voting for a condition by which we, and everyone here who
votes for it, is going to boost the Iranian economy by taking off
these sanctions; and, secondly, we are going to release a whole lot
more cash in oil. And we know for a fact—we know for an absolute
fact that a portion of that money is going to go to sponsor terrorist
activities, and are going to kill—releasing that money is going to
kill fellow human beings. I do not know who they are, I do not
know where they are, I do not know how many they are, but I
know for a fact that my vote, in releasing the sanctions and releas-
ing the cash, is going to result in the death of innocent human
beings somewhere in the world.

On the other side, they say, “Oh, no, we need to vote for this be-
cause this is so wonderful. We are going to get them to stop build-
ing the nuclear weapon,” et cetera, et cetera. Well, as they build
a nuclear weapon, we do not know what is going to happen there.
Israel, or we, may even get the spine to stop them from doing that,
militarily. But, I know for a fact what is going to happen if I vote
for this. How do you morally justify that kind of a vote?

Ambassador JEFFREY. That is a tough question, Senator. I think
that if I would make the case for an agreement, it would be, first
of all, it is separate from all of its other nefarious activities. As you
have pointed out, and as we have discussed here today:

Senator RISCH. But, it is not separate.

Ambassador JEFFREY. Exactly. Because of the money.

Senator RISCH. It is tied closely and directly to that.

Ambassador JEFFREY. But, if the agreement is not only linked
with very clear American willingness, with our friends and allies,
to use force against Iran either on the nuclear account—what we
just had this discussion a moment ago on—or to block their actions
in the region to kill more people, and if that agreement gives us
more international support to do just that, that would be a case for
doing it. That is, in the end, we might be able to be more effective
in stopping these guys if it is very clear to everybody that we are
really in the business of stopping these guys. And I think what you
have heard today, from at least me, is that it is not clear that we
are in the business of stopping them. That is the thing I focus on.

Senator RiSCH. I appreciate that. And I hope you can appreciate
the dilemma that this puts us in.

But, the second dilemma that I have, when this whole thing
started and I started drilling down into what we were actually
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doing here, is that, you know, we are—two parties are sitting down
at the table and wanting to get to a different point. I am yet to be
convinced that the Iranians are negotiating to agree to get to a
point where they will never have a nuclear weapon. Indeed, as I
have analyzed this, it seems to me they are negotiating for a path
and a timeframe on which they can count on being able to have a
nuclear weapon.

Now, this is a 10-year deal. We are dealing with a culture that
is 5,000 years old. I mean, 10 years to these people is absolutely—
it is nothing in the overall scheme of things, even if you stretch it
to 15, which people are—some people refer to. One of the things
that concerns us, and I think it concerns the chairman, is, we are
not getting the answers we want about what happens at the end
of this 10-year period. Even in classified settings, they are not tell-
ing us things that we need to know, people who are going to—who
are going to have to sign off on this thing.

So, if I were the Iranians, I would say, “Look, all right, let us
cut the best deal we can. We will get the sanctions off, our economy
grows, our people are happy, we are able to use the money to do
the research that we need to do to get where we want to get at the
end of this 10-year period.” At the end of this 10-year period, they
say, “Okay, world, we made an agreement, we kept our part of the
agreement. Now you keep yours and leave us alone, because we are
going to build a nuclear weapon.”

Now, so far, no one has been able to assure me that this agree-
ment is going to be such that the Iranians are going to say, “Okay,
we are going to give up—we are never going to build a nuclear
weapon.” Everyone is saying, “Well, that probably is not what we
are going to see.” Well, if that is not what we are going to see, then
they have effectively negotiated a path and a timetable towards
which they can have a nuclear weapon. And so, you know, just put-
ting this off for this period of time seems to me to be not a good
bargain at all.

Your thoughts.

Ambassador JEFFREY. First of all, this agreement does not stop
anything. It is an agreement all about a period of time. If every-
thing that the administration, on the 2nd of April, said happens ac-
tually happens, you get approximately 1 year of notification, as-
suming that you have inspectors on the scene, during which you
can react if they start violating the agreement. At the end of that
year, they will be at a point where they can get a nuclear device.

At the end of 10 years, Senator, that time period shrinks, be-
cause two things happen. First of all, the restriction on 5,000 func-
tioning centrifuges goes away. They can increase that to almost
any number. Secondly, the limitation on the kind of centrifuges—
there are far more efficient ones, the IR—4s, -6s, and -8s—that re-
striction goes away, too. I

Senator RISCH. Along with even more efficient ones that will be
developed over the next 10 years.

Ambassador JEFFREY. That, too, although there is a restriction in
this—assuming, once again—the rules of my hypothetical case is
that they adhere to all the rules. And there are rules that they can-
not do any research on centrifuges during that period of time. In
fact, that is a 15-year rule.
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So, at the end of the 10 years, with unlimited centrifuges, be-
cause they are going to have 18,000 plus some of these new ones,
I have seen indications that, within just a couple of months, almost
as fast as where they are now, they could probably return to a nu-
clear weapons capability, a significant amount, for one nuclear de-
vice. So, you shrink very much at the end of that time. It does not
mean they are going to do it. Once again, whether we have 1 year
or 1 week, the question is, If they are moving to a nuclear weapon,
what are we going to do about it? And, more importantly, what do
they think we are going to do about it? Which is why I get to the
importance of not just the President, any President, saying that he
or she will use military force, but the importance of the U.S. people
and the U.S. Congress saying that. That is, in the end, the only
thing that is going to stop them from getting a nuclear weapon.

Senator RISCH. And I think that is well put. And the comment
that was made, by either you or Mr. Indyk, that all this is doing
is putting things in storage for 10 years, I think the American peo-
ple need to understand that, they need to understand what we are
taking on, here.

My time is up.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Ambassador JEFFREY. But, Mr. Indyk was right about—and I
am—Ilet the record show that they do change the core of the pluto-
nium heavy—well, the heavy water plant, and that is the one con-
crete thing that goes away in this entire agreement, as it is laid
out.

ffSenator RiscH. For the period of time that the agreement is in
effect.

Ambassador JEFFREY. For that period of time, exactly. For 15
years.

Senator RiscH. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Murphy.

Senator MURPHY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you, Ambassador Jeffrey, for sticking with us.

Just one quick followup. So, we were never going to get a perma-
nent agreement here, so it does not matter, when you are talking
about, What is 10 years? What is 15 years? What is 20 years? Be-
cause we were always going to be talking about a certain period
of time, and then the world being different after that period of
time.

It is important to know that one of the 15-year restrictions is on
the stored enriched content. That is a 15-year restriction. And so,
you would agree that, even though they will begin to spin more
centrifuges after the 10-year period, the fact that, should they
abide by their continued restriction on how much capacity they
have, is a significant limitation on their breakout capacity.

Ambassador JEFFREY. Absolutely, because then most of their
feedstock would be pure uranium, and that does take longer. But,
again, the 1-year period would drop to somewhere between one-half
and one-third of that, I believe, in that period between 10 and 15
years. At the end of the 15 years, then almost all restrictions are
off, because they can enrich up to 20, or any, percent from that pe-
riod on, and the amount of stocks they can have is unlimited. But,
I think, as Chairman Corker said, the President, himself, on NPR
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some time ago, said it is 10 years. He has changed his mind since
then, but I think the 10-year is basically—if you are going to make
an argument for this agreement, you should hang your hat, I think,
on 10 years, sir.

Senator MURPHY. And, of course, important to note that the in-
spections last well beyond the 10- to 15-year timeframe, which is
gvh)i many of us would make the argument that it is not a 10-year

eal.

But, I want to come back to this question of this comprehensive
strategy to try to push back on Iran’s growing influence in the re-
gion. I do think it is a rewrite of history to suggest that this set
of sanctions on Iran to try to change their disposition on a nuclear
weapons program was about all of their other behavior in the re-
gion. I certainly believed, when I was voting for those sanctions,
that, should Iran choose a different path when it comes to a nu-
clear weapons future, that we would engage in a conversation
about withdrawing some of those sanctions. And, in part, that is
why we have a separate set of sanctions in place for some of their
other behavior in the region, and we reserve the right to increase
those sanctions, should they not change that behavior.

So, I understand the moral question Senator Risch is getting at,
in that we do have to accept that part of this money may be used
to support a group like Hezbollah or the Houthis. But, I think we
are just not accepting the premise of the sanctions in the first place
if we extrapolate and expand it to all sorts of other behavior in the
region.

And so, let us talk about this more comprehensive approach that
both you and Ambassador Indyk reference. And I guess part of my
confusion is that it often seems to begin and end with a question
of increased military capacity that we are going to give to our
Sunni partners in the region to try to control the bloodshed once
it starts happening, rather than talking about all of the ways in
which we can try to tamp down on the reasons that groups like
Hezbollah and ISIS and the Houthis have influence in the first
place, which is deteriorating conditions of government, of rule of
law. That does not seem to factor into a lot of our conversations
about what we should be doing, in terms of growing a comprehen-
sive strategy. And even, I think, your testimony is limited to a
handful of military tools that you are recommending.

As we sort of grow this comprehensive strategy next to a nuclear
agreement, is it not more important to be putting in place a set of
nonmilitary tools so that the conditions are not so ripe for both
Sunni and Shia insurgencies in these regions, instead of simply
having conversations about what our military toolkit is?

Ambassador JEFFREY. You are absolutely right, Senator. The rea-
son I focused on the military is that it is often the long pole in the
tent in any administration, I would argue, parenthetically, particu-
larly in this one; but, frankly, I have seen every administration,
fRepublican and Democratic, have hesitations about using military
orce.

Military force is a necessary, but not sufficient, part of the pack-
age to deal with the Iranian threats to the region, which, again, are
not mainly about direct military aggression on the gulf states or
our other allies, which F-15s and F-16s and air defense missiles
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might help, but infiltration in subtle actions. But, these subtle ac-
tions, be it in Ukraine or the South China Sea or in Iraq or Yemen,
have a military component, and people are nervous about getting
involved militarily if we are not backing them. And that requires
some use of military force.

But, many other things are necessary. One of the concerns I have
is, if we do not get engaged, our allies will go off on our own, and
they will conduct policies and operations that will be too military,
too one-sided, will simply lead to escalation. We tend to bring a cer-
tain amount of moderation. I am a diplomat by profession, not a
soldier. And that is what people like me go out and do. We try to
leverage our military, our sanctions, our energy and other policies
to get people to sit down and resolve disputes, be it in Syria, be
it in Yemen. And we are capable of doing that. Those are all part
of the package.

But, the earnest money on the table, particularly now, but basi-
cally always, has to be a willingness, if necessary, to use military
force. That has to be part of the package. And people do not think
it is.

Senator MURPHY. Yes, I worry that you may misread where the
reluctance lies in Congress today. There does not seem to be as
much reluctance here to fund the military. The reluctance seems
to funding all of the nonkinetic tools that are part of this com-
prehensive strategy.

What about our other sets of sanctions? So, we have the ability
to increase—maintain or increase sanctions against Iran for the
continued development of a ballistic missile program, for their sup-
port of terrorist groups in the region. What do you make of the po-
tential for a separate set of sanctions and their potential expansion
to be part of this comprehensive strategy that we are talking
about?

Ambassador JEFFREY. To send a signal, it is always helpful when
the U.S. Congress speaks with one voice and does something that
is—that will get a lot of attention, such as impose sanctions. But,
on Iran, the really effective sanctions are international ones. Those
are the ones that brought it to the table. And those sanctions are,
at this point, narrowly focused on the nuclear account. It would be
hard to get U.N., or even EU, sanctions, and certainly global sanc-
tions, on Iran for its activities. In Syria, of course, one of its allies
is Russia. That is the problem right there.

Senator MURPHY. Well, and I think part of the reason that it has
been hard to grow international support for those other activities
is that the priority has been stopping Iran’s nuclear ambition. And
so, to the extent that you take that issue off of the table, at least
for a short period of time, back to how Ambassador Indyk described
it, it gives you the room in which to build a comprehensive set of
international sanctions, with or without a country like Russia to in-
fluence their other behaviors.

Thank you. I am over time, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you, Ambassador Jeffrey.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Senator Shaheen.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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And thank you, Ambassador Jeffrey, both for being here and for
staying for people like me who had another hearing and so I am
late coming to this.

There has been a lot of speculation about if Iran gets a nuclear
weapon, what that does to nuclear proliferation in there region,
that the Saudis then follow, then other countries will feel like they
need to do that. So, is there some reason to think that, if there is
success in the final negotiations, that that could have the opposite
effect for the region, that it would help to address some of the con-
cerns that we have heard from other countries?

Ambassador JEFFREY. We have heard nonofficial gulf-state per-
sonalities openly, and more official ones behind the scenes, say,
“This is an option if we are not happy with the result.” I think it
is a possibility. Ambassador Indyk, in his written testimony, took
a somewhat different view that I urge you to take a look at, as
well. What I think is, our friends in the region are going to look
at everything we are doing. It is definitely not the policy of this ad-
ministration, or any conceivable American administration, to have
anybody in the region developing a breakout nuclear capacity, let
alone actual nuclear weapons, so we are not going to be in favor
of that.

The more we are doing things that they need for their security
that are hard for us to do—and that gets to the long pole, the mili-
tary, again—the more influence we are going to have to persuade
them not to go down that road. The more they are feeling lonely,
ignored by us, threatened by Iran—and there is a certain pride
here, “Well, if Iran can have it, why can I not?”—then they are
going to be more interested.

Again, Ambassador Indyk, in his testimony, talked about a pos-
sible nuclear guarantee over the region. That is another idea, that
these kinds of things that involve American commitments, particu-
larly military commitments, will give us more leverage to try to
persuade these people not go down that route. But, it remains open
to them. If they do not like what they are hearing, and particularly
seeing, out of Washington and in our actions in the field, there is
a real possibility that some of them might go in this direction, sure.

Senator SHAHEEN. Well, so talk a little bit more, if you would—
I know it is Ambassador Indyk’s idea, about the extension of the
U.S. nuclear deterrent umbrella for some of the countries in the re-
gion, but do you see that as making a real difference? And how will
countries like Iran react if we do that, post-negotiation?

Ambassador JEFFREY. I think, rather like my suggestion for an
Advanced Authorization for the Use of Military Force, which Am-
bassador Indyk was a little bit equivocal about, I would be a little
bit a equivocal about that. But, both of us are trying to do the same
thing. We are looking desperately for ways for the United States
to show symbolically that we are in the game for these people, be
it by decisions by Congress, be it by nuclear commitments. There
are other ways. One or the other should be tried to, among other
things, deter these people from trying to get their own nuclear ca-
pabilities. People are not—I am talking to the—preaching to the
choir, here—people in the region are not happy with this agree-
ment.
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Senator SHAHEEN. Well, to go back to Senator Murphy’s line of
questioning, you have suggested a range of other security supports
for countries in the region. But, as we are looking at other poten-
tial ways to shore up the direction in which we would like them
to go, what other options do you think are most important for us
to be looking at? So, let us put the security situation on one side.
But, what about on the economic, the other supports that we can
provide? What is most important there?

Ambassador JEFFREY. Senator, I would say—Ambassador Indyk
indicated this, and some members of your committee have—pre-
serving the nation-states, preserving the stability of those states in
the region against both local forces and these pan-Islamic forces, be
it Shia or be it Sunni, that is the threat we are all facing. That
has a military component. But, you rightly said, What are the
other components? For starters, we should not pick fights with
these people. We should be careful about talking about their inter-
nal situations, because, right now, in a crisis situation, we are not
going to be able to do too much about it. And there are ways you
can do this quietly, there are ways you can do it in an open and
crude fashion. We should not do the latter. That is one thing.

Then, targeted economic assistance for refugees, for groups that
are potential generators of instability, is another. Yemen leaps to
mind. Syria leaps to mind. And more willingness to tie our mili-
tary, which I have to keep coming back to, to a negotiated solution.
There are ways to resolve Syria, but they require both sides being
ready to start fighting. Right now, one is not.

Senator SHAHEEN. Well, I hear what you are saying, but it ap-
pears to me that this is what we have tried to do in a number of
countries in the region. Yemen certainly is in that category. Egypt
is in that category. I think Syria, early on, was in that category.
And yet, it has not led to success. And so, what is the missing in-
gredient? Not enough military might? I think there has been—
there is a lot of concern, that I hear from people in this country,
about engaging in troops in the same way that we have done in
Iraq and Afghanistan over the last 13 years. So, how do we get—
what are the missing ingredients that need to be included in order
to get to success?

Ambassador JEFFREY. In a somewhat happier period of my life,
before I was totally involved in Near Eastern affairs, I was in-
volved in the Balkans. And we had two conflicts there. And you re-
member, at one point Bosnia seemed to be more intractable than
Syria, and almost as many people died there in a country one-tenth
the size, right in the middle of Europe. When we went in, a lot of
the attention was on our military, our bombing campaign—and
again, later, in Kosovo, 4 years later—but, it was actually a whole
series of international diplomatic efforts to mobilize the inter-
national community, parsing the claims of all of the sides so that
everybody would get something out of this, offering for governance,
economic support, caring for refugees. It was an entire package
that was put together and led by the United States that had a—
obviously, a flashy military element, but had many other elements,
as well. And it worked in Bosnia. And when the Milosevic regime
did not get it and tried the same thing again 4 years later, we did
it again in Kosovo. And this time, the Serbian people decided they
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had enough of him. But, these were limited conflicts. Our military
use was restrained. And it was backed by diplomacy, by inter-
national legitimacy, through the U.N. in the first case, NATO in
the second, and by economic and development programs that are
continuing to this day. So, that is what I would point to.

Senator SHAHEEN. And again, you know, I do not—it appears to
me that that is what we are—we have been trying to do in many
of these countries. And yet, we have not seen the same level of suc-
cess.

Ambassador JEFFREY. I said “happier days” because the Balkans,
while they seemed intractable, are a lot more difficult than the
Middle East. Any of us who are out there, who have spent a lot
of time there, know there are no easy answers to the underlying
problems. We point to the underlying problems as why you have
these accelerants of violence, of instability, of social breakdown, but
neither we nor the people of the region have figured out how to
deal with them. And there is not going to be any final and complete
solution without dealing with those. But, for the moment, we are
in a crisis situation, and we have to put out the flames.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Mr. Ambassador, thank you for your testimony and your service
to the country.

And, without objection, the record will remain open until the end
of the day Friday. Hopefully, you and Ambassador Indyk will re-
spond to questions that are asked.

We thank you, again. And the meeting is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 11:35 a.m., the hearing was adjourned.]
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OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. BOB CORKER,
U.S. SENATOR FROM TENNESSEE

The CHAIRMAN. This hearing of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee will come to order.

We certainly thank our witnesses for being here.

Today’s hearing is the fifth in a series of six events [The total
includes Closed Briefings held by the committee.] we are holding
this month to prepare members of the committee to evaluate a pos-
sible nuclear agreement with Iran. The focus of this hearing is to
examine the circumstances and outcomes of previous negotiations
with countries engaged in weapons of mass destruction programs.

Our witnesses will help us look at what lessons have been
learned by the international community about these programs, as
well as understand what parallels can be drawn with the current
negotiations underway with Iran.

Further, this hearing may help us more fully understand the im-
portance of including critical elements such as full disclosure of
possible military dimensions or anywhere/anytime access of any
final deal with Iran.

While some may reject comparisons between negotiations with
Iran and previous negotiations with North Korea, Libya, or Iraq,
there are important lessons that can be drawn from reviewing
those experiences, including the reasons for the country to engage
in WMD research and development, the factors that brought the
international community to the negotiating table, negotiating pos-
tures or pressures that worked and did not work, why an agree-
ment was successful or not, and lessons learned from monitoring
and the inspection of agreements.

Throughout the negotiations with Iran, I have been concerned
that this administration has not learned from history and may re-
peat many of the same mistakes made during the North Korea ne-
gotiations. I fear that the administration may again provide the
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green light for a slow and measured nuclear development program
that does little to deter Iran from laying the foundation for a weap-
ons program after it reaps the benefits of sanctions relief.

I hope our witnesses can provide us with some insight on the fol-
lowing questions.

What were the key circumstances that led to the collapse of
agreements and negotiations with North Korea on its nuclear
weapons program? Do you see any similar warning signs from
Iran?

Did the United States enter negotiations on WMD programs with
Libya, North Korea, and Iraq from a position of strength? Or did
the desire to achieve an agreement overshadow key considerations
that should have been taken into account?

Are there similarities that can be drawn between the negotia-
tions that occurred with Libya, North Korea, and Iraq and the cur-
rent negotiations with Iran? What specific similarities or glaring
contrasts should Congress evaluate closest?

What political considerations led South Africa to fully dismantle
their nuclear weapons program voluntarily? Is there anything
about Iran’s political calculus that should lead us to believe that
they may take the same path?

Perhaps most importantly, I hope our witnesses will apply their
personal experiences with past negotiations and assess the current
state of play in the Iran negotiations. Do you believe the deal being
negotiated will go far enough to assure the international commu-
nity that Iran will never get a nuclear weapon? What components
would be necessary in a deal for that to be the case?

As I have stated many times before, I want to see—and I think
all of us here want to see—a strong agreement with Iran that will
prevent them from obtaining a nuclear weapon and hold them ac-
countable. Over the past month, this committee has been educating
itself as much as possible so we can fairly evaluate any deal the
administration may reach.

And as we have met with nuclear scientists, regional experts,
and former administration personnel, I have become more and
more concerned with the direction of these negotiations and the po-
tential redlines that may be crossed. It is our responsibility to ex-
amine this issue and any final deal that may be reached with a
skeptic’s eye so that we can determine whether it will be in the
best interest of our country and the world. I hope you will be able
to provide some historical perspective on that.

And we thank you again for appearing before the committee, and
I look forward to your testimony.

And now I will turn it over to our distinguished ranking member,
Senator Cardin.

STATEMENT OF HON. BENJAMIN L. CARDIN,
U.S. SENATOR FROM MARYLAND

Senator CARDIN. Well, Chairman Corker, first thank you very
much for arranging this hearing.

June is a busy month for Members of the United States Senate
under any scenario. And we all serve on numerous committees. But
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee has been particularly ac-
tive in the month of June, and I want to thank you for the manner
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in which we have prepared ourselves for whatever may happen in
the negotiations taking place between the P5+1 and Iran.

And I think it is important to point out we have had incredible
participation by all the members of our committee during this
month. There is a real desire for us to be as prepared as we can
to play the appropriate role for Congress if an agreement is
reached.

So today we continue that. Tomorrow we have another oppor-
tunity for getting information, which I think can be helpful.

Today’s hearing explores what lessons can be drawn from pre-
vious negotiations with other countries concerning weapons of mass
destruction. Similar debates about the value of arms control oc-
curred during the cold war. Between 1972 and 1991, the United
States and the Soviet Union signed four treaties and one Executive
agreement that limited offensive nuclear weapons and ballistic mis-
sile defenses. Arms control negotiations were often one of the few
channels for formal communication between the two nations. The
talks provided the United States and the Soviet Union with a
forum to air their security concerns and raise questions about their
plans and programs.

As the volume of shared information grew over the years, each
side could replace suspicion about intentions of the other with con-
fidence in its understanding of the capabilities of the other’s nu-
clear forces. The limits also helped each side predict and plan for
the future size and shape of the other’s forces. To most observers,
this process reduced the risk of nuclear war and strengthened U.S.
security. It helped both sides avoid worst-case assumptions about
the future that could fuel an arms race or undermine stability.

In spite of the predictions to the contrary, there was little evi-
dence that the Soviet Union sought to evade the limits in the trea-
ties in a systemic way. Instead, many of the concerns derived from
ambiguities in the terms of the treaties were resolved and discus-
sions held in compliance review commissions established by the
treaties.

Arms control agreements do not mean that all disputes between
the United States and the Soviet Union disappeared. Quite the con-
trary. The United States continued its efforts to reduce Soviet in-
fluence in Europe, Asia, Latin America, and the Middle East. The
United States also continued its effort to highlight the wide range
of human rights abuses occurring inside the Soviet Union.

One of the lessons I draw from the previous weapons of mass de-
struction negotiations such as the cold war interactions with the
Soviet Union is that meaningful diplomacy, combined with pres-
sures under the right conditions, can yield positive results for U.S.
national security.

Our experience with North Korea further demonstrates why an
agreement must include full disclosure of a country’s activities and
be combined with an ironclad inspection and verification regime.
That is what we are now seeking with Iran. We need an agreement
with Iran that requires the resolution of the possible military di-
mensions, transparency. An agreement must allow for intrusive in-
spections and sanctions that will snap back forcefully should Iran
breach its obligations. I have said many times the agreement will
be evaluated based on having ample time to discover through in-
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spection if Iran is not complying with the agreement so that we can
take effective action to prevent them from becoming a nuclear
weapons state. That is how we will evaluate the agreement.

And I look forward to hearing from our witnesses as we further
our own ability to evaluate any potential agreement.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Cardin.

And we will now turn to our witnesses. Our first witness is Mr.
William Tobey, currently senior fellow at the Belfer Center for
Science and International Affairs at Harvard University. Mr. Tobey
previously served as Deputy Administrator for Defense Nuclear
Proliferation at the National Nuclear Security Administration. I do
not know how you ever introduced yourself. [Laughter.]

And on the National Security Council staff in three administra-
tions in defense policy, arms control, and counterproliferation posi-
tions. We thank you for being here.

Our second witness today is Dr. Graham Allison, director of the
Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs and Douglas
Dillon Professor of Government at Harvard’s John F. Kennedy
School of Government. Even though I will note they are from the
same institution, they have very differing views, which is helpful
to us. Dr. Allison has also served as Special Advisor to the Sec-
retary of Defense under President Reagan, as Assistant Secretary
of Defense for Policy and Plans under President Clinton, and as a
member of the Defense Policy Board for six Secretaries of Defense.

So both are obviously very experienced. I know their testimony
is going to be very helpful.

If you could summarize, your written testimony will be entered
into the record, without objection. And if you would go ahead and
take about 5 minutes to give your opening comments, we look for-
ward to your questions. Again, thank you for being here. And we
will start with Mr. Tobey.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM H. TOBEY, SENIOR FELLOW, BELFER
CENTER FOR SCIENCE AND INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS, JOHN
F. KENNEDY SCHOOL OF GOVERNMENT, HARVARD UNIVER-
SITY, CAMBRIDGE, MA

Mr. ToBEY. Thank you, Senator Corker and Ranking Member
Cardin and distinguished members of the committee. It is a real
honor to be here to discuss a matter of surpassing importance to
U.S. national security. And I appreciate that opportunity.

Applying the lessons of history to our present situation is a mat-
ter that is best approached with some humility, and I do. In re-
viewing the Iran, North Korea, Libya, Syria and Iraq cases, five
lessons were suggested to me.

First, decisions to disarm or to comply with international obliga-
tions are often incremental and incomplete. Even in the case of
Muammar al-Qaddafi, who initiated the discussions, Libya’s path
icoward disarmament was full of fits and starts and was not a direct
ine.

Second, temporizing or deception can appear to be progress. The
best example of this that I know of actually comes from the Iran
talks themselves. In 2004, Iran entered into an agreement with the
European nations that froze their activities. And 2 years later,
Hassan Rouhani, then the negotiator, now the President of Iran,
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was defending his decision, and he explained that Iran had created
a, “calm environment it needed to complete the Isfahan uranium
conversion facility.” So those negotiations served the purpose, in
that case anyway, of allowing Iran to advance its nuclear program.

Third, intensive verification combined with effective intelligence
can deter cheating, while lax verification will in fact foster it. Libya
again provides a useful example where the initial declaration of
chemical bombs, unfilled chemical bombs, was in the range of 750
to 800 such systems. But Tripoli was confronted with an aggressive
verification scheme and ultimately was forced to disclose some
3,000 such munitions.

The fourth lesson I would point to is that effective verification is
not built on dramatic challenge inspections but rather on a declara-
tion supported by documentary evidence, checked for inconsist-
encies, missing elements, and false information to verify its correct-
ness and completeness. The process is exhaustive and painstaking,
not dramatic and quick. And I think in some cases there has been
a misunderstanding about the importance of anytime/anywhere in-
spections. That is the last step in the process. Far more important
is a comprehensive understanding by international inspectors of
the full dimensions of a particular program. And that is why I
agree with the statements that the possible military dimensions of
Iran’s nuclear program are of great importance.

The fifth and last lesson I would draw is that inspections and
verification are only as effective as their political support. The
International Atomic Energy Agency depends on support in the
United Nations Security Council. If the Council is divided, the
TAEA will be handicapped. And we saw in previous instances their
ability to get to the bottom of some of these issues was limited by
lack of support from Council members.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Tobey follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF WILLIAM H. TOBEY

Chairman Corker, Ranking Member Cardin, distinguished members of the com-
mittee, it is an honor to speak with you on a matter of surpassing importance to
U.S. national security.

Attempting to gain knowledge from experience in nonproliferation negotiations is
a laudable goal, but one that is best approached with humility. Alan Simpson, a late
and distinguished historian—not your wise former colleague from Wyoming—cau-
tioned regarding historical analogy that, “our present state of knowledge is one of
mitigated ignorance. In such situations, the honest enquirer always has one consola-
tion—his blunders may be as instructive as his successes.” 1

Bearing this warning in mind, the history of negotiations to prevent nuclear pro-
liferation suggests interrelated five lessons.

1. Decisions to disarm or to comply with international obligations are often incre-
mental and incomplete.

After Operation Desert Storm in 1991, Iraq faced a unified United Nations Secu-
rity Council that imposed the most rigorous inspection regime yet devised to dis-
band nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons programs, backed by comprehensive
and devastating sanctions. In response, Saddam Hussein temporized. Recalled
Charles Duelfer, who worked longer than anyone in the world to uncover Iraq’s
secrets, “Saddam’s top goal was to get out of sanctions. He gave up as little as pos-
sible to satisfy the Security Council. And it was the Council, not just the inspectors,
he was dealing with.”2 Key elements of the Iraqi program were divulged to inspec-
tors only after Hussein Kamel, Saddam’s son-in-law, defected to Jordan in 1995, and
even then, the disclosure was grudging and incomplete.
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A second example is provided by the case of Libya’s disarmament. In March 2003,
Muammar el-Qaddafi sent emissaries to Britain indicating a desire to “clear the air”
on WMD issues. Despite having initiated the talks himself, Qaddafi repeatedly
balked at full disclosure. It was only after the interdiction of the BBC China—and
with it an illicit shipment of centrifuge parts to Libya—and having been confronted
with incontrovertible evidence of detailed U.S. knowledge of the Libyan nuclear
weapons program, that Qaddafi reluctantly made a final decision to come clean and
abandon his nuclear and chemical weapons programs.3

2. Temporizing or deception by the proliferator may appear to be progress.

The case of Iran itself provides a salient example. In 2004, Iran agreed with Brit-
ain, France, and Germany to freeze its enrichment activities while the two sides
negotiated a more permanent arrangement. In defending the deal in 2006, Iran’s
negotiator and now its President, Hassan Rouhani, made a stunning admission. He
said in a speech not intended for Western ears: “At that time, the United States
was at the height of its arrogance, and our country was not yet ready to go to the
U.N. Security Council. While we were talking with the Europeans in Tehran, we
were installing equipment in parts of the facility in Isfahan, but we still had a long
way to go to complete the project. In fact, by creating a calm environment, we were
able to complete the work on Isfahan.”4

Thus, the negotiations with the Europeans bought time for Tehran to finish its
uranium conversion facility.

A second example of temporizing and deception is North Korea’s use of the 1994
Agreed Framework. To its credit, the Agreed Framework suspended Pyongyang’s
plutonium production program for about 8 years. Unfortunately, however, while
halting the plutonium program, the DPRK went ahead with its uranium enrichment
program while the Clinton administration was still in office. According to Ambassa-
dor Robert Gallucci, the U.S. negotiator: “[T]he Clinton administration concluded—
at least I understand it did—that North Korea cheated on the agreed framework—
that getting gas centrifuge components from Pakistan was inconsistent with the
framework. The North Koreans did it. That’s why they did it secretly. They cheated.
And,”tshe Clinton administration’s response to that was to plan a new negotiation

. 'Aithough halting Pyongyang’s plutonium production program was useful, the
United States was far from halting the North’s nuclear weapons program. The
DPRK uranium enrichment capability was dramatically revealed to visiting Ameri-
cans in 2010.

3. Intrusive verification, combined with effective intelligence collection can deter
cheating—while lax verification and ineffective intelligence collection will foster it.

In Libya, U.S. and British teams insisted on complete access to all relevant facili-
ties. Toward the end of their first visit, a Libyan scientist pulled aside the American
team leader, Ambassador Donald Mahley, and explained that he knew of an addi-
tional 750 unfilled 500-kilogram chemical bombs that had not been declared. Pre-
viously, Libya had claimed possession of 750-800 of these weapons. Mahley told the
Libyan that if that was the case, he should go back and review all the records and
make a complete declaration, because inspections would reveal the truth. Libya
eventually declared and destroyed nearly 3,000 such weapons—four times the origi-
nal declaration.® Thus, fear of detection by intrusive inspections, backed by demon-
strably effective intelligence induced more accurate declarations.

In North Korea, conditions were just the opposite. North Korea controlled where
inspections would take place. With but a single exception, they were limited to just
one declared site, Yongbyon. U.S. personnel resided there from the autumn of 2007
to the spring of 2009. By November 20, 2010, Dr. Siegfried Hecker, a former director
of Los Alamos National Laboratory, reported on a “modern, small industrial-scale
uranium enrichment facility with 2,000 centrifuges that was recently completed and
said to be producing low enriched uranium.” It is virtually impossible that North
Korea could have built a successful centrifuge enrichment plant in the space of
about 20 months, if had not first built a pilot or even full-scale facility elsewhere
and moved the fruits of that experience to Yongbyon. Thus, immunity from intrusive
inspections likely gave the DPRK the freedom to construct a pilot enrichment facil-
ity before the plant at Yongbyon.

4. Effective verification is not built on dramatic challenge inspections, but rather on
a declaration, supported by documentary evidence, and checked for inconsistencies,
missing elements, and false information to verify its completeness and correctness.
The process is exhaustive and painstaking rather than dramatic and quick.

In 1991, Saddam Hussein was required to declare his programs, document the
declaration, and then destroy the materials and equipment. Except in one case,
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early in the process,” there were no significant discoveries of prohibited equipment
or activities identified through challenge inspections. Rather, interviews, document
reviews, material balance analyses, and intelligence data gradually forced more and
more disclosures. Iraq’s nuclear, chemical, and biological programs unraveled not
because of any single dramatic discovery, but because of patient analytical work cre-
ating a mosaic of Iraqi activity.

As has been noted, conditions in North Korea are very different. The DPRK has
effectively limited inspection activities to the area surrounding Yongbyon.

5. Inspections are only as effective as their political support.

One success and several failures offer evidence in support of this point. When Iraq
was expelled from Kuwait and the Security Council was united, international weap-
ons inspectors were backed by sweeping authorities and very strong sanctions. As
support in the Council for those measures ebbed, inspectors found it more and more
difficult to complete their mission. Finally, 1998, President Clinton was forced to
order military strikes in Operation Desert Fox to induce Iraqi compliance. In prepa-
ration for that action, inspectors were withdrawn, not to return until there was
renewed Security Council interest and action in November 2002. When a united
Security Council backed inspectors, they had greater success; when the Council frag-
mented, Iraqi cooperation lagged.

In the North Korea case in 1993 and 1994, the International Atomic Energy
Agency (IAEA) wanted to inspect a waste storage facility as part of a determination
of how much plutonium the North had separated. Pyongyang resisted. In the judg-
ment of the Clinton administration, this required a choice between a full, but prob-
ably not much more detailed understanding of the past and an agreement that
would suspend the DPRK’s plutonium production in the future. The United States
chose the Agreed Framework, in effect undercutting the IAEA, which never was
able to complete the work it sought to conduct.

To conclude, I would offer three observations about how these lessons apply to the
Iran case:

e First, a complete and correct declaration including all nuclear activities is
imperative.

The established and effective process for international inspections is declara-
tion supported by documentary evidence, review by inspectors for completeness
and accuracy, and pursuit of any missing information, inconsistencies, or inac-
curacies until the matters are resolved. In the Iran case, Tehran has never pro-
vided a complete and correct declaration of all its nuclear-related activities. So
called anytime, anywhere inspections will be as ineffective as an Easter egg
hunt if they are not backed by an orderly declaration and verification process.

e Second, unwillingness on the part of Iran to provide such a declaration is evi-
dence (albeit not conclusive) of Iran’s willingness to comply with an agreement.

If experience is a guide, we are at the high water mark of international pres-
sure on the issue. It will ebb after an agreement is completed and as time
passes. If Tehran is not willing to disclose now the full extent of what the JAEA
calls the “possible military dimensions” of its nuclear program, Iran will be even
more unlikely to do so at a later date. Those activities would remain protected.
Sacrificing knowledge of past and possibly present actions for a future agree-
ment would signal to Tehran at the outset that verification and compliance will
not be serious priorities.

e Third, a successful agreement requires vigilance over an extended period of
time; it is not a matter that can be “solved” and forgotten.

e By the TAEA’s reckoning, the Iranian nuclear program is about three decades
old. Tehran has shown great patience and persistence in pursuing that pro-
gram. It has made sacrifices in terms of moratoria or temporary restrictions, so
long as it could continue its actions at a later date. The negotiators appear to
be headed toward an agreement in which the central restrictions will last less
time than the period it took to negotiate them. If an agreement is completed
under the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action, a future president and congress
will likely face the very same dilemmas regarding the Iranian nuclear program,
but without benefit of a sanctions regime, because Tehran will plausibly argue
that was the deal it struck. As President Obama warned, “What is a more rel-
evant fear would be that in year 13, 14, 15, they have advanced centrifuges that
enrich uranium fairly rapidly, and at that point the breakout times would have
shrunk almost down to zero.”8
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The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Allison.

STATEMENT OF DR. GRAHAM ALLISON, DIRECTOR, BELFER
CENTER FOR SCIENCE AND INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS,
DOUGLAS DILLON PROFESSOR OF GOVERNMENT, JOHN F.
KENNEDY SCHOOL OF GOVERNMENT, HARVARD UNIVER-
SITY, CAMBRIDGE, MA

Dr. ALLISON. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and it is a
great honor for me to participate in this discussion. And I am
happy to be here with my colleague, Will Tobey, with whom I agree
almost entirely with his comments here, but we will also have some
differences as we usually do when we have lively conversations at
Harvard.

In any case, let me applaud the committee for its seriousness in
trying to drill down on the most urgent, important issue on the
agenda currently—namely, stopping Iran from getting a nuclear
bomb—and also for the way in which you have been pursuing this
as a bipartisan undertaking, as I think is exemplified so well in the
Corker-Cardin legislation. I also commend you for stepping back
from the news chatter of the day to ask about historical lessons
that may be relevant for illuminating the challenge that you face.

So I took your assignment seriously and spent a few days review-
ing essentially 50 years of history in efforts to negotiate and reach
agreements to constrain arms, starting back at the Non-Prolifera-
tion Treaty of 1968.

I think the big takeaway from this was summarized best by
Mark Twain who said, “History never repeats itself, but it does
sometimes rhyme.” So as you listen to the rhetoric about the cur-
rent Iran discussion, you will hear many echoes from previous de-
bates. And in my written testimony that I submitted, I gave you
a number of examples.

But to take just one, a leading “Washington Post” columnist
warned about a threat to the republic, he said, declaring that the
President had “accelerated moral disarmament of the West” and
predicting that actual disarmament will follow. So the columnist
was George Will. But who was the President and what was the
agreement? And it was Ronald Reagan and the INF agreement of
1987. As Reagan, for whom I worked enthusiastically, observed
about this, he said, “some of my conservative supporters protested
that in negotiating with the Russians I was plotting to trade away
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our country’s future security. I assured them that wasn’t the case,
but I got a lot of flak from them anyhow.”

Secretary of State Shultz, who was Reagan’s Secretary of State,
put the point more vividly. He said, quote, “critics of the INF Trea-
ty “felt that President Reagan and I were naive, that the Soviet
Union was not changing as we thought it was, and that we should
not go forward with the treaty. They were absolutely wrong, deeply
wrong. And if they had had their way, it would have been a trag-
edy. President Reagan was right. Anyway, we stuck to our guns,
the treaty was ratified, and the Soviet Union changed,” and note
it is not there anymore.” That is George Shultz.

So what? My big takeaway is this, that if in the foreseeable fu-
ture, Secretary Kerry and his team bring back a legally binding
agreement for stopping Iran’s nuclear aspirations and program,
verifiably short of a bomb, there will be many good reasons to sup-
port it and many good reasons to oppose it, I can imagine. But they
should not include these categorical claims that are made so fre-
quently that simply do not wash, if you look at the record.

So in fulfilling your responsibility under the Corker-Cardin bill,
it is going to be necessary to drill down on the details. And I, as
I say, applaud the committee for trying to do that.

In the prepared statement, I offer four arguments that I do not
think are worthy.

One argument claims that the United States cannot reach mutu-
ally advantageous agreements with regimes that are evil. And I
cite Churchill who pointed out he was happy to ally with Stalin
against Hitler, and Ronald Reagan who said he was perfectly able
to deal with an empire he named and believed was the Evil Em-
pire.

Secondly, claims that we cannot reach advantageous agreements
with regimes that inherently lie and cheat and seek to violate the
agreement sounds right but is wrong. Decades of experience with
a lying, cheating Soviet Union showed that good-enough compli-
ance was good enough to achieve our objectives.

Third, claims that we cannot reach advantageous agreements
with regimes that are actively engaged in terrorism against us and
even Kkilling Americans have a ring of plausibility but turn out to
be wrong on the historical record. Look at the fact during Vietnam
when we were negotiating SALT I under President Nixon, Soviet-
manned surface-to-air missiles were shooting down American pilots
over Vietnam.

And finally the claim that we cannot reach advantageous agree-
ments to constrain arms with regimes who you are secretly or seri-
ously trying to contain, subvert, or overthrow again sounds right
but turns out to be wrong. I attached to the submission the Execu-
tive summary of Reagan’s strategy for dealing with the Soviet
Union, which was deeply classified at the time but now declas-
sified. Again, as he points out, we resist imperialism. We exert in-
ternal pressure to weaken the sources of Soviet imperialism, and
we engage with the Soviet Union in negotiations to reach agree-
ments where they can advance our interests.

So just to conclude, I would say, as we think about the debate
in Iran, I think there are many lessons to be learnt from, among
others, Ronald Reagan.
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[The prepared statement of Dr. Allison follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DR. GRAHAM T. ALLISON

Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Cardin, and members, it is my honor to address
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee today on the question of lessons we can
learn from earlier nuclear arms control negotiations and agreements to meet the
current challenge posed by Iran’s nuclear progress. Let me begin by applauding the
leadership and members of the committee for your determination to assure that the
U.S.-led campaign to prevent Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons is the most effec-
tive it can be, and for insisting that Congress plays its essential role in this process.

One of my favorite quotations comes from the German philosopher, Nietzsche,
who observed that: “The most common form of human stupidity is forgetting what
one is trying to do.” I have a framed version of that quotation in my office and try
to think about it every day.

In the case of Iran’s nuclear challenge, what are we trying to do? In one line: to
prevent a nuclear weapon exploding on the territory of the United States or our
allies. When asked, “What was the single largest threat to American national secu-
rity?” Presidents Obama and George W. Bush agreed 100 percent. As both have said
repeatedly: The single largest threat to American national security is nuclear
terrorism.

Most people cannot imagine terrorists successfully exploding a bomb in an Amer-
ican city. But few could imagine the 9/11 attack by al-Qaeda on the World Trade
Center and the Pentagon—before it happened.

I have written a book about nuclear terrorism and am happy to provide copies
to any members or their staff who would be interested. While it has one chapter
on Iran, the book attempts to address the danger of nuclear terrorism as a whole.
I applaud the committee’s role in drilling down on the Iranian challenge. But I hope
that when you complete that work, you will turn with equal determination to equiv-
alent or even larger potential sources of nuclear weapons that terrorists could use
to destroy New York or Washington or even Boston.

For perspective, it is worth pausing to consider: if in the next decade terrorists
successfully explode a nuclear bomb devastating the heart of a great city in the
world, where will the bomb have come from? Iran? Or: North Korea? Pakistan? Rus-
sia? Iran poses the most urgent nuclear threat today, but not, I believe, the most
significant. If terrorists conduct a successful nuclear attack in the next decade,
North Korea and Pakistan rank well ahead of Iran on my list of probable sources
for the weapon or its components.

The purpose of today’s hearing, however, is to explore lessons from past nuclear
negotiations and agreements as you prepare to assess an agreement with Iran to
ensure that Iran does not acquire a nuclear bomb. At your request, I have reviewed
the history of negotiations and agreements over the past seven decades since the
end of World War II. These include: the Non-Proliferation Treaty of 1968; strategic
arms limitation talks and agreements from SALT to New Start; the North Korean
accord of 1994; the agreements that helped eliminate nuclear weapons in Ukraine,
Kazakhstan, and Belarus in the early 1990s; and the agreement that eliminated the
Libyan nuclear weapons program in 2003, in which my colleague Ambassador
Joseph played a significant role. For members who are interested in reading further,
Appendix A provides a short reading list. Recognizing the realities of your sched-
ules, let me summarize my top-ten takeaways from this review.

1. Negotiated agreements to constrain the spread and use of nuclear weapons
have been an essential weapon in the arsenal of American national security strat-
egy.

e Agreements contributed significantly to the fact that we survived and won the

cold war without Armageddon.

2. Negotiated agreements to constrain nuclear weapons are not an alternative to
military, economic, political, and covert instruments in geopolitical competition.
Instead, they are one strand of a coherent, comprehensive strategy for protecting
and advancing American national interests.

e “Peace through strength” means first and foremost military strength. But mili-
tary strength rests on the foundation of economic strength. And military
strength is most effective when used as a complement to diplomatic, economic,
political, and covert tools—the entire arsenal of American power.

3. Because negotiated agreements are by definition negotiated—not imposed—
they require give and take: compromise. As any parent or legislator knows well, the
results of any negotiation invites a standard litany of criticism: from buyers’/sellers’
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remorse about the possibility of a better deal, to more extreme charges of “appease-
ment” or “conspiring with the enemy.”

4. The claim that the U.S. cannot reach advantageous agreements with a regime

or government that is Evil has certain plausibility—but is false.

e No 20th century leader demonstrated greater strategic clarity in identifying the
evil of Hitler’'s Nazism than Winston Churchill. No 20th century leader dem-
onstrated a clearer-eyed view of Stalin’s Communist Soviet Union than Winston
Churchill. But Churchill eagerly allied with Stalin to defeat Hitler. When critics
accused him of having made a deal with the Devil, Churchill replied: “If Hitler
invaded hell I would make at least a favorable reference to the devil in the
House of Commons.”

e No American President was more determined to bury communism than Ronald
Reagan. No American President was more eager to negotiate and reach agree-
ments with what he rightly called the Evil Empire than Ronald Reagan. As he
noted, “I didn’t have much faith in Communists or put much stock in their
word. Still, it was dangerous to continue the East-West nuclear standoff forever,
and I decided that if the Russians wouldn’t take the first step, I should.”

5. Claims that the U.S. cannot reach advantageous agreements to constrain
nuclear arms with governments that cannot be trusted, that inherently lie and
cheat, and who will undoubtedly seek to deceive the U.S. and violate the agreement
sound right—but are wrong.

e No regime was more inherently devious than the Soviet Union. According to
Lenin’s operational codes, it was the Soviet leader’s duty to deceive capitalists
and out-maneuver them. True to character, the Soviet Union cheated, for exam-
ple, in placing radars in locations excluded by the ABM Treaty. But reviewing
the history, it is hard to escape the conclusion that the cheating was marginal
rather than material. The U.S. discovered the cheating, called the Soviets out
for it, and engaged in a process that produced compliance good enough to
achieve our objectives.

e To minimize cheating, agreements focused on parameters that could be verified
by U.S. intelligence. Thus SALT and START limited not nuclear warheads,
which we could not monitor, but launchers, which we could. While other na-
tions’ intelligence committees and international organizations like the IAEA
have been important supplements, the U.S. has wisely not subcontracted
verification to others.

6. Claims that the U.S. cannot reach agreements to constrain nuclear arms in
ways that advance our interests in dealing with states that are actively engaged in
terrorism against us or our allies, or even actively killing Americans in ongoing mili-
tary conflict, have a ring of plausibility—but on the historical record are incorrect.

e During the Vietnam war, Soviet-manned surface-to-air missiles shot down
American pilots over Vietnam, and Americans bombed Soviet air defense units.
Despite these realities, President Nixon negotiated and concluded SALT I,
imposing quantitative limits on the U.S.—Soviet missile buildup, and creating,
as Henry Kissinger described it, “a platform of coexistence.”

7. Claims that the U.S. cannot reach advantageous agreements to constrain
nuclear arms with states we are seeking to contain, or subvert, or even overthrow,
again sound right—but are, on the historical record, wrong.

e Again, see President Ronald Reagan. His administration’s core national security
strategy for competition with the Soviet Union has been declassified and is
attached in Appendix C. It states that “U.S. policy towards the Soviet Union
will consist of three elements: external resistance to Soviet imperialism; inter-
nal pressure on the USSR to weaken the sources of Soviet imperialism;” and
“engaging the Soviet Union in negotiations to attempt to reach agreements
which protect and enhance U.S. interests and which are consistent with the
principle of strict reciprocity and mutual interest.” At the same time his admin-
istration was negotiating and signing agreements, on the one hand, it redoubled
efforts to undermine the Soviet regime, on the other. And in 1991 the Soviet
Union disappeared.

e As President Reagan’s Secretary of State, George Shultz noted, “Reagan
believed in being strong enough to defend one’s interests, but he viewed that
strength as a means, not an end in itself. He was ready to negotiate with his
adversaries. In that readiness, he was sharply different from most of his con-
servative supporters, who advocated strength for America but who did not want
to use that strength as a basis for the inevitable give-and-take of the negoti-
ating process.”



56

e Washington Post columnist George Will accused Reagan of “accelerating moral
disarmament—actual disarmament will follow.” William Buckley’s National
Review called Reagan’s INF Agreement a “suicide pact.” About such criticism,
President Reagan observed: “Some of my more radical conservative supporters
protested that in negotiating with the Russians I was plotting to trade away
our country’s future security. I assured them we wouldn’t sign any agreements
that placed us at a disadvantage, but still got lots of flak from them—many of
whom, I was convinced, thought we had to prepare for nuclear war because it
was ‘inevitable.”” Shultz put the point more vividly: Critics of the INF Treaty
“felt that President Reagan and I were naive, that the Soviet Union was not
changing as we thought it was, and we should not go forward with the treaty.
They were absolutely wrong, deeply wrong. And if they had had their way, it
would have been a tragedy. President Reagan was right. Anyway, we stuck to
our guns, the treaty was ratified, and the Soviet Union changed. It is not there
anymore.”

8. From the record of arms control negotiations and agreements by both Repub-
lican and Democrat Presidents—from Nixon and Reagan and both Bushes, to Ken-
nedy, Johnson, Clinton and Obama—one brute take-away is hard to deny: agree-
ments have reduced risks of war, reduced the numbers of nuclear weapons, reduced
uncertainties in estimating threats, and enhanced predictability.

e As Henry Kissinger said to this committee 5 years ago, “A number of objectives
characterize arms control negotiations: to reduce or eliminate the danger of war
by miscalculation, which requires transparency of design and deployment; to
bring about the maximum stability in the balance of forces to reduce incentives
for nuclear war by design, especially by reducing incentives for surprise attack;
to overcome the danger of accidents fostered by the automaticity of the new
technology.”

e To see graphically what impact agreements (together with other strands of
determined strategies) have had, see charts 1-4 in Appendix B. It is no exag-
geration to say that the NPT bent the arc of history.

9. The case of North Korea is more complicated and is unquestionably a non-
proliferation failure. The historical facts of the case, however, have been so
swamped by narratives that they are now legend. I have a chapter in Nuclear Ter-
rorism on North Korea. As you consider where policy failed, I suggested that you
keep in mind four bottom lines:

e During the 8 years in which North Korea was constrained by the nuclear agree-
ment of 1994, how many additional weapons or weapons equivalent of fissile
material did North Korea add to its arsenal (according to the best estimates of
the U.S. Intelligence community)?

e During the period of 2003-2008 when the U.S. confronted North Korea for
cheating, abrogated the agreement, and sought to isolate and sanction it, how
many additional nuclear weapons or weapons equivalent did North Korea add
to its arsenal (according to the best estimates of the U.S. Intelligence commu-
nity)?

e Under which treatment—agreements or confrontation—did North Korea con-
duct a nuclear weapons test?

e Under which treatment—negotiations or confrontation—both in the Clinton-
Bush period and the Obama period did North Korea build its nuclear arsenal
of the more than a dozen weapons that it has today (according to estimates of
the U.S. Intelligence community)?

10. Negotiated agreements to constrain nuclear weapons are not good or bad per
se. Assessments of a specific agreement—including in particular the agreement with
Iran, if there is one—depend first on the specific details of the agreement and sec-
ond on the feasible alternatives.

In sum, if Secretary Kerry and his team bring back an agreement that success-
fully translates key parameters of the Framework Accord reached by the P5+1 and
Iran into legally binding constraints, including intrusive procedures for inspection,
verification, and challenges, I believe it will be difficult to responsibly reject that
agreement. The burden will be on those who propose to do so to describe a feasible
alternative that will better protect and defend American national security.
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Appendix A: Recommended Readings

Graham Allison and Albert Carnesale, “Can the West Accept Da for an An-
swer?” (Daedalus, Vol. 116, No. 3, Summer 1987.)
O Offers 10 propositions and principles as navigational aids in assessing arms
control agreements.
Avis Bohlen, William Burns, Steven Pifer, and John Woodworth, “The Treaty
on Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces: History and Lessons Learned” (Brook-
ings Institution, Arms Control Series Paper 9, December 2012).
O Focuses on 1987 INF treaty and provides several good insights in separate
“lessons” section.
George Bunn, “Arms Control by Committee: Managing negotiations with the
Russians” (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1992).
O Historical overview of past arms control agreements, arguing that contin-
ued attention to arms control still necessary in post-cold-war era.
Robert G. Joseph, “Countering WMD: The Libyan Experience” (Washington,
DC: National Institute Press, 2009).
O First-hand account of Gaddafi’s decision to eliminate its chemical and
nuclear weapons programs.
National Security Decision Directive 75, “U.S. Relations with the USSR”(White
House, January 17, 1983) [full document attached below].
O Declassified memo shows how Reagan sought to simultaneously undermine
Soviets and engage them in arms control negotiations.
Gary Samore, ed., “North Korea’s Weapons Programmes: A Net Assessment,”
IISS)Strategic Dossier (London: International Institute for Strategic Studies,
2004).
O Provides assessment of North Korea’s nuclear, chemical, biological, and
missile programs.
Joel Wit, Daniel Poneman, and Robert Gallucci, “Going Critical: The First
North Korean Nuclear Crisis” (Washington, DC: Brookings Institution, 2004).
O Proposes recommendations for resolving current North Korea crisis. Many
recommendations are applicable beyond DPRK case.
Amy Woolf, “Next steps in nuclear arms control with Russia: Issues for Con-
gress” (Congressional Research Service, January 6, 2014).
O Discusses cold war arms control precedent and includes section on role of
Congress in arms control.
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National Secunity Decision
Directive Number 75

U.S. RELATIONS WITH THE USSR 8

U.S. policy toward the Soviet Union will consist of three
elements: external resistance to Soviet imperialism; internal
pressure on the USSR to weaken the sources of Soviet imperialism;
and negotiations to eliminate, on the basis of strict reciprocity,
outstanding disagreements. Specifically, U.S. tasks are:

1. To contain and over time reverse Soviet expansionism by
competing effectively on a sustained basis with the Soviet
Union in all international arenas -- particularly in the
overall military balance and in geographical regions of
priority concern to the United States. This will remain
the primary focus of U.S. policy toward the USSR.

2. To promote, within the narrow limits available to us, the
process of change in the Soviet Union toward a more plura-
listic political and economic system in which the power of
the privileged ruling elite is gradually reduced. The U.S.
recognizes that Soviet aggressiveness has deep roots in the
internal system, and that relations with the USSR should
therefore take into account whether or not they help to
strengthen this system and its capacity to engage in
aggression.

3. To engage the Soviet Union in negotiations to attempt to
reach agreements which protect and enhance U.S. interests
and which are consistent with the principle of strict
reciprocity and mutual interest. This is important when
the Soviet Union is in the midst of a process of political
succession. 89

In order to implement this threefcld strategy, the U.S. must convey
clearly to Moscow that unacceptable behavior will incur costs that
would outweigh any gains. At the same time, the U.S. must make
clear-to the Soviets that genuine restraint in their behavior
would create ‘the possibility of an East-West-relationship that
might bring important benefits for the Soviet Union. It is
~particularly important that this message be conveyed clearly during
the succession period, since this may be a particularly opportune
time for external forces to affect the policies of Brezhnev's
SUCCEessSors.
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The CHAIRMAN. Well, thank you both for your testimony.

I assume what you are saying, Dr. Allison, is what matters then
is the details of the deal, and that is obviously what we need to
focus on. I guess Mark Twain had no idea he was going to be a part
of nuclear negotiations at some point, but we thank you for point-
ing that out.

Mr. Tobey, in relation to concerns that the administration may
not require Iran to adequately address possible military dimensions
PMD, last week Secretary Kerry stated—this is a quote—“we know
what they did. We have no doubt. We have absolute knowledge
with respect to certain military activities they were engaged in,”
which to me is an incredible statement to be made when I know
that we do not know those things.

But I would just ask you, without requiring Iran to adequately
address the issue of PMD, can we be assured that we do, in fact,
have absolute knowledge of their past military activities. Should
the international community rely on intelligence that may be
flawed? In what other circumstance has the United States and the
broader international community relied on intelligence to inform us
of its understanding of the nuclear program and that turned out
to be flawed? I think you can point to a very specific example. But
why is PMD so important to a final deal?

Mr. TOBEY. Senator, those are very important questions that cut
to the core of the issue. Can we be assured that we have absolute
knowledge of Iran’s nuclear program without full disclosure of their
so-called possible military dimensions? No. The answer is no. And
the reason for that—and it gets to your second question about rely-
ing on potentially flawed intelligence—is that in order to have con-
fidence in our ability to verify agreements, we need to be able to
use both intelligence information and verification information.
They work together and they can check each other.

One of the reasons why, in fact, the intelligence on Iraq was so
flawed, I believe, was that after 1998 and Operation Desert Fox,
inspectors were not allowed to be in Iraq. And in my opinion, the
intelligence community largely just straight-lined the projections
where they were headed from before. So without the benefit of the
verification activities, they did not understand what was going on
in Iraq.

Similarly, though, intelligence can help to inform inspection ac-
tivities, and there are many instances in which that has happened.

But to your third question, are there instances in which intel-
ligence has been flawed with respect to evaluating the nuclear pro-
grams of other countries, history is replete with them. And the first
one that I know of were the projections of when the Soviet Union
would get a nuclear weapon.

The CHAIRMAN. Dr. Allison, do you want to add to that?

Dr. ALLISON. Sure, thank you. It is a very good question.

As you could probably gather from my introductory comments,
categorical claims I am usually suspicious of. So the fact that,
quote, we know everything, I do not know any subject on which
that is true, including Iran’s nuclear program and activity.

But where Will and I differ slightly, because I think the PMD
issue is an extremely important question—if I tried to think about:
Do I have any doubt in the world that Iran has seriously pursued
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a nuclear weapon? No. One hundred percent. One hundred percent.
Do I have any doubt that some people in Iran continue to have that
aspiration? No. I would put that down close to 100 percent. So if
I am trying to understand how Iran can be constrained and kept
from doing something that it very plausibly wants to do and would
want to do, I think absent the danger of being bombed or perhaps
even having its regime changed, if Iran could be assured that
would never happen, it would have a bomb. And actually if you try
to think about their perspective, there are quite plausible reasons
for wanting a bomb. But the fact that they want something does
not mean they should have it.

Our objective is to prevent them doing something that they
might plausibly want to do, that they have been trying to do, that
they will continue to try to do. That is just the definition of the
problem.

And for that, for me, our national intelligence is 80 percent of the
picture, and what they say and do for the IAEA is 20 percent. So
I am interested in everything I can find because often when they
provide a confession of some sort or some information or answer
some questions, that gives you a speck of evidence that you can
connect.

But I think if I look back at dealing with the Soviet Union, we
knew a lot about them, but not very much. They tried to lie and
steal when they could. We usually found them. There was a proce-
dure for

The CHAIRMAN. I am going to sort of short circuit this because
I want to respect my other members’ time. But what I think you
are saying is the military dimensions piece is a very important ele-
ment, and what we have found in other agreements is when those
declarations take place, those little snippets of information that we
get from scientists have actually helped us find and uncover pro-
grams. And for the United States to enter into an agreement with
Iran that does not fully cause them to come clean on PMD on the
front end would be a flawed agreement.

Dr. ALLISON. Almost. Okay? In my view, with respect. In the case
of the Soviet Union, we did not have any equivalent of PMD. They
did not give us any track of what the stuff they were doing. We
were having to figure that out for ourselves.

In the case even of Iraq, after we defeated them in a war—so we
defeated Iraq in 1991 in a very decisive war. We imposed on this
country essentially semi-sovereignty, areas where they could not
operate. They told us what they were going to tell us. Only when
a brother-in-law defected, went to a different country, and told us
more information, did we end up finding a treasure trove.

So I think it is a combination of the intelligence and every other
?‘ource we can get, but the intelligence is the tall pole in the tent
or me.

The CHAIRMAN. I will semi-filibuster beyond other questions. I
will get those later. But thank you both for your fulsome answers.

And Senator Cardin.

Senator CARDIN. Again, Mr. Chairman, thank you for arranging
this hearing.

I think everyone here agrees that our first priority is to resolve
international conflicts through diplomacy and use our military as
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the last resort. So, Dr. Allison, your comment about entering into
agreements by necessity even if it is going to be with bad actors
because that is how we avoid the need for our military—I think
your observations are very much in keeping with the historic use
of diplomacy to avoid military actions.

First, all of us, I hope, are remaining objective until we see an
agreement. I mean, we are trying to get prepared. And as you point
out, we are drilling down, and that is exactly what we are doing.
We are trying to drill down to understand because we are going to
be under, not only time restraints, but just the comprehensive as-
pects of any agreement.

Could you just share with us briefly, please, what you think the
most vulnerable aspects of the framework agreement are that we
should concentrate on, in order to make sure that this agreement
will be the most effective in preventing Iran from becoming a nu-
clear weapons state? We could concentrate on all of the good things
that are likely in the framework that will be accomplished, and I
understand that. But where do you see the most challenging as-
pects of the framework agreement from the point of view of achiev-
ing our objective of preventing Iran from becoming a nuclear weap-
ons state?

Dr. ALLISON. Thank you. So, again, to try to be brief, there are
a half dozen, but I will just focus on one. I think the most impor-
tant is the cluster of things that we call verification, inspection,
and challenge. And as I say, I think this is only 20 percent of the
information that I want. I want to work hard on the intelligence
side too, and I think actually as you think about it, looking at that
whole picture.

But if Iran gets a bomb in the next 10 or 15 or 20 years, what
is the likelihood that it happens at the facilities that we are con-
straining at Natanz and Isfahan? I would say less than 1 percent.
So they are going to get a bomb either by building a bomb covertly
somewhere or buying a bomb or material for a bomb. So I worry
about those way more than I worry about what happens at Natanz,
and it is why I do not care so much whether there are 5,000 or
6,000 or 7,000 centrifuges.

But with respect to the inspection and verification regime—what
we learned that can complement the intelligence picture that we al-
ready have—that is the place where I would look for the beef.

Senator CARDIN. That is very helpful.

Dr. ALLISON. So, for example, if the procedures call for contin-
uous inspection and surveillance of every place where they make
centrifuges and centrifuge parts, that excites me a lot because if
they do not have centrifuges, they are not going to enrich uranium.

So the eyes on the whole set of steps from mining and milling
right through are the pieces that I would push on.

Senator CARDIN. And, Mr. Tobey, the same question. What do
you see as the most vulnerable part of the framework that we
should be concentrating on?

Mr. ToBEY. I think there are two things that are vulnerabilities.
First is the duration of the agreement, and some of the central lim-
itations expire after 10 years, some of them last a bit longer. But
as President Obama said, by year 13, the so-called breakout time
may be back to zero. And at that point, of course, all sanctions will
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be off and Iran will justifiably argue that they have fulfilled their
obligations under the agreement and there should be no further
sanctions imposed upon them.

The second issue—and it gets to what Graham alluded to—is the
covert path. The main focus of the joint plan of action, as I under-
stand it, has been on the overt path, the declared facilities. The
covert path is a far more likely one for Iran to use in pursuit of
a weapon. And that is one of the reasons why, again, I return to
the importance, as you both have alluded to, of the so-called pos-
sible military dimensions because unless we understand who did
what, where, when, we will not be able to keep track of those peo-
ple, places, equipment, and sites and know that they are not being
used in the future.

Senator CARDIN. That is very helpful.

And so looking from the historic perspective in previous negotia-
tions to today, one thing that has changed is technology. We have
greater capacity today to understand what is taking place in a
country through the technologies that have been developed. Could
you just briefly comment as to whether technology today can be
used in a way to alleviate some of our concerns on the inspection
and verification issues as compared to the previous negotiation
agreements that we have entered into? Either one. Dr. Allison,
briefly please.

Dr. ALLISON. Thank you.

Since the center that we both come from is called the Center for
Science and International Affairs, we love that question, but I will
try to be brief.

The answer is “Yes.” The technologies have changed unbelievably
and continue changing. And one of the reasons why the Iran case
is easier than North Korea, for example, is that it is a fairly porous
society and that in particular in the period after the false alarm
about Iraq, the American intelligence community has devoted a lot
of effort to it. I am sure you all have gotten private hearings about
this. But I think the amount of information about what is going on
inside Iran now is just not even—I mean, just a thousand times
when I used to try to figure out what was going on in the Soviet
Union, and mainly because of technology.

Senator CARDIN. Mr. Tobey.

Mr. ToBEY. I would say that technology helps, but it is not a per-
fect solution. And I would also note that it is a cat and mouse
game. Iran has been caught with covert facilities now at their origi-
nal enrichment facility at Natanz and then in Qom, and they are
learning from these mistakes. An enrichment facility that would be
capable of producing a weapon’s worth of material in a year would
fit into an average size supermarket and draw about the same
amount of power. Iran is a big country. It is pretty easy to hide
such a thing.

Senator CARDIN. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Flake.

Senator FLAKE. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for hold-
ing this hearing, and I appreciate the testimony.
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Mr. Tobey, you talk about five lessons learned looking at other
negotiations. To what extent do you think our negotiators are tak-
ing this experience and applying these principles?

Mr. ToBEY. I know it i1s an experienced team, and I know they
are backed by professionals at the State Department who have
been through a lot of these same negotiations. But I do not have
any detailed insight into what the negotiators are thinking.

Senator FLAKE. Are there any red flags out there right now?
Wha$ do you consider the biggest inconsistencies with past experi-
ence?

Mr. ToBEY. Well, again—and I hate to harp on this, but I do be-
lieve it is of central importance—it would be whether or not we do
get through this issue of the possible military dimensions.

I would note that we had a similar instance in the North Korea
negotiations. When the agreed framework was negotiated, the
TAEA wanted to inspect a waste facility that they believe could
have given them insight into the total amount of plutonium North
Korea had produced. North Korea refused absolutely, said, no, we
are not going to do that, similar to what Iran has said about pos-
sible military dimensions.

Ultimately the United States made the decision that in order to
get an agreement, they had to drop insistence on that point, and
the TAEA was undercut. So the decision in the 1990s was not to
sacrifice the future for an issue of the past.

Senator FLAKE. Dr. Allison, I have sensed from your comments
a bit of a caveat. You noted there is one with regard to PMD. I
mean, there are important aspects of it, but you say we can make
certain assumptions about their past program and about their de-
sire for a future program. Beyond that, what is the most important
part of PMD? Is it simply to provide a benchmark for the TAEA to
go forward? Is it possible to move on without a full accounting?
Could you elaborate a little more on that? I sense that you wanted
to before.

Dr. ALLISON. So thank you very much.

So I think Will and I have a difference that you picked up on
over how important what level of disclosure with respect to PMD
will be, because I will assume that the Iranians—there are two
things that are in the agreement, as I understand it now, that are
demanded. One is interviewing the scientists. I would be very in-
terested in that. And two is visiting some sites that have been off
limits, and I would be interested in that.

But if you ask me what am I expecting to learn from them that
really matters—not very much. Am I expecting them to confess
that they have been beating their wife? No, I do not think they
will. There is no doubt that they were. There is no doubt that they
will in the future. But I do not think they will confess to this.

So what I am doing, though, is looking for, as Will said, any little
pieces or specks of information that may add to the picture, and
the more I get, the better. Now, similarly, every time there is a de-
fector, this is a spectacular event.

So it is not different than the rest of the intelligence collection,
and I think for the committee, if the negotiators bring back an
agreement, you may want to drill down with folks from the intel-
ligence community asking how many additional peepholes does this
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provide for us with the system that is set up, and what are the
other things that you believe you could learn if it were even more
fulsome?

Senator FLAKE. Thank you.

There was a lot of discussion on whether or not—as we judge
whether this is a good deal or not, what the alternative is. If we
went ahead with current sanctions, the interim agreement went
away, we were not able to reach a final agreement, breakout time
we estimate is somewhere—2 months or so. Is that consistent with
what you think? Some say, well, Iran would not go there because
they know that we would strike and why try that when they can
wait and legally do it in 10 or 12 years? Do you see it in that sim-
ple of terms, Dr. Allison? What in terms of Iran’s motivation here—
why would kicking the can down the road, a worst-case scenario,
HOtl‘]?oe better than allowing them within 2 months to close the

eal?

Dr. ALLISON. It is a difficult question, and it is a good one. Basi-
cally what happened over the last 10 years is that Iran went from
being 10 years away from a bomb to 2 months away from a bomb.
And they proceeded steadily whenever they had a chance. From
time to time, there was a pause. When they felt threatened, you
could see some little inflections in the line, but basically creeping,
creeping, creeping. And whether this is for establishing the knowl-
edge of how to do something in my covert site, if I were the Iranian
planner, so this is mainly my overt facility, but it is my learning
lab, and I have my more advanced centrifuges that I am going to
operate somewhere, that would be possible. Or it would be possible
they stay where they are.

I think the hardest part for us will be if there turns out to be
an agreement and for whatever reason the U.S. decides we are not
in favor of it in the end; what is going to happen to the sanctions
regime? Because the sanctions regime we should not take for grant-
ed. It has been a pretty extraordinary thing to get the various par-
ties to agree to the amount of constraints that they have, but you
can already see it fraying at the edges. And I think in particular
it will be a problem to imagine what will happen to the sanctions
regime. We cannot simply hit the pause button and keep every-
thing in place. Other dynamics will probably be at work under-
mining what we now think of as a sanctions regime.

Senator FLAKE. But even with the current sanctions regime, they
have moved from, as you say, 10 years to within a couple of
months.

Dr. ALLISON. Well, except that they moved at different paces.
And the regime, if you look back at it, was kind of a nibbling re-
gime or even, I would say, symbolic sanctions, for quite a long time.
Not until the Senate actually put in the biting sanctions with the
defense appropriation bill in 2012 did you see a sharp drop in their
oil exports. So that was the place where it had the biggest impact.
And then we had the good fortune of oil prices falling in half, which
has therefore also impacted their income.

Senator FLAKE. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Senator Menendez.

Senator MENENDEZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Thank you both for your testimony.

You know, the agreed framework agreement with North Korea in
my view failed in large part over something that was not explicitly
covered, which was Pyongyang’s covert development of a uranium
enrichment program. While we assess it was against the spirit of
the agreement and that they were obligated to reveal all details of
its nuclear activities, it was not laid out as covered in the fine
print.

So how likely is it that the P5+1 are making the same mistake
in the proposed new agreement—permitting nonspecificity about
Iran’s nuclear activities—in order to get an agreement concluded?
What sort of noncovered activities by Iran could undermine the
basic purpose of an agreement? I would invite either one of you.

Mr. ToBEY. Well, that is an excellent question.

Senator MENENDEZ. Those are the only questions we ask here.
[Laughter.]

I am just kidding. A little humor.

Mr. ToBEY. In the case of North Korea, the North-South
Denuclearization Agreement and the Non-Proliferation Treaty did
prohibit the actions that North Korea took.

I guess what I would say, though, is that there were essentially
no verification features of the agreed framework that would have
applied to the uranium path, uranium enrichment path, and of
course, the North Koreans drove a truck through that loophole.

The question really is what will Iran have to declare and what
will it not have to declare under the new agreement. And I do not
yet know what that looks like.

I do know that Iran has not yet and has never submitted a com-
plete and correct declaration of all its nuclear activities.

Dr. ALLISON. Again, the question is long and complicated, but
just trying to do the brief of it, I think there is no doubt that the
constraints constrain what we can see but do not constrain and do
not erase an overall set of impulses or competition that is going on
otherwise. That is what arms control was about with the Soviet
Union. We would constrain an area very dangerous for us but con-
tinue competing with them on everything else, including under-
minilng the regime. And that is what we were doing, I thought,
wisely.

So in the case of North Korea, there was an agreement to shut
down Yongbyon. It shut down. There was no additional plutonium
produced in North Korea from 1994 to 2002. And that is a good
thing because otherwise once it turned back on, there would have
been six more bombs’ worth of plutonium. They then proceeded in
another path that neither the inspection regime nor, more impor-
tantly in my view, our American intelligence community, could dis-
cover. Eventually we discovered a piece of it and then we tried to
deal with them. They are a particularly recalcitrant party to try to
deal with. But I would say shame on our intelligence as much as
on whatever

Senator MENENDEZ. Well, here is part of the problem. First, you
yourself said, Mr. Tobey, that we do not know the full verification
of all of the sites, number one. We would have to depend upon our
intelligence to know about undeclared sites. In the past that has
not always worked in a timely fashion.
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Thirdly, we have a set of circumstances under which—this is not
about Iran just pleading guilty to their intent to pursue nuclear
weapons. I think the world has come to that conclusion notwith-
standing what they say. It is about understanding how far along
they got in terms of their weaponization efforts. And even though
I see the Secretary of State make rather definitive statements that
we know how far they got, General Hayden, who was the CIA Di-
rector and had all of the access to all of the intelligence, including
on this element of the portfolio, said that we have estimates, but
we have no conclusive evidence of how far they got.

So the purpose of coming forth with and being clean on the pos-
sible military weaponization elements of it is not about admitting
guilt. I am really not interested in that. But it is about how far
they got along. And when I read that we have no definitive under-
standing of that, we have estimates, well, that is a dangerous con-
clusion because that all adds to your complicated equation of
breakout time and other elements. So I think that is incredibly im-
portant.

The other thing is one of the prevailing presumptions behind the
negotiation of an agreed framework agreement with North Korea
was that the United States and South Korea would never have to
deliver the civilian nuclear reactors called for under it because the
North Korea regime was on its last legs and that there would soon
be presumably a more peaceful regime in place. Now, that was un-
fortunately extremely wrong.

Are we not making the same mistake regarding Iran and the
proposed new agreement? To what extent is there an assumption
here that in 10 years or so the Iranian regime will either be signifi-
cantly different in its quest for nuclear weapons capability or that
it will have changed its mind-set, of which everything indicates to
us that its mind-set is about regime preservation at any cost, it is
about preserving the elements of the revolution, and it is about
achieving nuclear weapons as a way of preserving the regime, in
addition to supporting its hegemonic interests? That is a dramatic
change that we are looking to see in 10 years. It seems to me very
aspirational but not rooted in reality.

Can you comment on that?

Mr. ToBEY. Absolutely. I agree wholeheartedly with your point,
Senator.

Secretary Kerry has understandably said that it is unacceptable
that Iran be 2 months away from a nuclear weapon. I do not un-
derstand, if that is the case, why then it would be acceptable in 10,
12, or 15 years for Iran to be 2 months away or less from a nuclear
weapon.

And to return briefly to one of your points about the so-called—
they are often called past activities, but it is not at all clear they
are past activities, the possible military dimensions. The adminis-
tration itself sanctioned a number of Iranian individuals and enti-
ties on August 29, 2014. One of them went by an acronym SPND.
It is headed by Mossen Fakrizideh, and the administration has al-
leged that he has been in charge of the Iranian nuclear weapons
program. He has been sanctioned by the United Nations Security
Council. The sanctions notice that went out on August 29, 2014,
said that SPND was engaged in nuclear weapons development
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work, current work. So there seems to be an understanding by the
administration that that work is not something of the past, and
until we understand exactly its extent, I do not understand how we
can have a successful agreement.

Dr. ALLISON. So, again, you raised three different questions. Let
me briefly.

First, are we going to have any confidence that Iran is not pur-
suing a nuclear weapon? No. And I would say we should take it to
the bank. They are pursuing a nuclear weapon. We are trying to
constrain some element of that.

For example, we do not know today that Iran has not bought a
nuclear weapon or material for a bomb from North Korea. They are
not going to confess that to us. We would have to discover that our-
selves. I mean, if I were running the Iranian program, I might
have had all this going on like a conjurer’s act to keep you focused
over here while I am doing my business over here. They are not
going to confess that to the IAEA. The IAEA is not going to find
it. We are going to have to find it from our intelligence. What
would prevent them from doing that is their fear that we will dis-
cover them. And I am in favor of every conceivable source we can
have.

But I think we should take it as a—I mean, the chairman started
with the question, can we be assured that Iran never gets a nu-
clear weapon? The answer is absolutely not. This is a forever chal-
lenge for us. You cannot have this agreement, put a bow around
it, and say, boy, this one is solved or this thing is in the box. Not
in the box. I would say this is a continuing, long-term struggle.
That is the first thing.

Secondly, on 1994 and Korea, yes, there was a belief from the
U.S. Government—CIA said—John Deutch, our colleague and
friend—the North Korean regime is going to collapse because, hav-
ing not predicted the collapse of the Soviet Union 3 years before,
the CIA in its usual form makes a countervailing error. Okay. So
predict somebody else is going to collapse. It was not an incredible
idea at the time, but it turned out not to be right. But we did not
predict when regimes collapsed. 1991, the Soviet Union, that was
not predicted by CIA. We did not predict correctly that North
Korea was going to have the staying power that it does. So I would
not make my judgment about the Iranian agreement on the basis
of my forecast of whether the regime is going to collapse or not.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.

If T might just add before going to Senator Perdue, with North
Korea we provided sanctions relief without causing them to comply
on the front end, and it led to them getting a nuclear weapon. And
I think there is a lot of concern at present about the type of sanc-
tions relief we may allow here on the front end prior to many of
the things we are raising being completed.

Senator Perdue.

Senator PERDUE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to thank you
and the ranking member for the bipartisan nature of this effort
over the last few months. I think we all agree the goal here is that
we do whatever we can for as long as we can to make sure Iran
does not have a nuclear weapon, not now, not in 10 years, not ever.
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And, Dr. Allison, I could not agree more. I think this is an ongo-
ing effort. There is no one document that is going to protect that.

Mr. Tobey, you mentioned the vulnerabilities and I agree with
you.

The two things that worry me is if the agreement stands, as we
understand it today, that in 10 years, as the President says, that
the breakout time goes to zero for Iran to become a nuclear weap-
ons state, let us assume for the moment that does not happen.

So then we move to your second concern of the covert nature.
And I think, Dr. Allison, that is the area that long term is more
concerning to me. I am not too concerned about what they declare
they are doing in their overt effort. It is what they can do in their
covert. Fordow is a good example. Natanz. I mean, the combination
of our own inspection and our own intelligence failed us over the
last 6, 7, 8, 10 years in that regard.

I want to go, though—before I ask more about Fordow and intel-
ligence, I want to ask about Libya and North Korea. Can both of
you give us your experiences of, one, being a reasonable success in
Libya where we control weapons control—weapons development,
and then in North Korea where it was a catastrophic failure? Mr.
Tobey?

Mr. ToOBEY. Sure. In Libya, I think the case was—one of the im-
portant differences with what seems to be going on in Iran was an
insistence that Libya make a strategic decision not to pursue nu-
clear weapons. That was why there was an insistence that there
be a statement by Qaddafi, and it was part of the negotiations that
we wanted evidence that this was not merely temporizing on their
part, but a watershed event that represented a real change in Liby-
an policy.

One of the things that disturbs me about the Iran agreement, if
we get one, is that no one seems to believe that this would be a
fundamental change in Iranian policy. It would delay some of their
aspirations, but it would not end them.

With respect to North Korea, I think the opposite was the case.
We were never able to get any assurance from the North that they
had halted their nuclear weapons aspirations. And in fact, the ne-
gotiator of the agreed framework, Ambassador Gallucci, said that
they understood—that the Clinton administration understood, even
while it was still in office, that the North was cheating and pur-
suing a uranium path.

Senator PERDUE. Dr. Allison.

Dr. ALLISON. So they are both very interesting cases, and both
% think quite different from the Iran case but worth looking at the
essons.

In North Korea, one needs to notice structurally, to start with,
how different North Korea is from almost anything else. That is
the hardest case. Structurally, first, there is no credible military
threat against North Korea. Secondly, North Korea has a great
power guardian who will not let it get squeezed too much. And
thirdly, North Korea has an autarchic economy that is almost sepa-
rated from the world. Let me go through the pieces very quickly.

So there is no credible military threat against North Korea. We
have a treaty-bound alliance with South Korea who is deterred by
North Korea. So whenever it comes to a choice between yielding
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and threatening a war that would destroy Seoul, South Korea
blinks. That is a problem. That is not the case with Iran. Actually
the neighbors were encouraging us to act.

Secondly, North Korea has a great power guardian, China. So
when one tries to squeeze them economically, China does not allow
it to threaten the regime. That is not the case with Iran, unless
Russia were come to be a really bad actor, which is one reason to
keep your eye on Russia.

And thirdly, an autarchic economy. So I would say that situation
is entirely different.

In the case of Libya, which is also interestingly different, Libya
was a pipsqueak country to start with. It was isolated. It has got
around 6 million people, was just basically pumping oil. And you
had in Qaddafi a thug that was running the regime. After the Bush
administration toppled Saddam, he was terrified, and there was
talk around town, including by some of my friends who said, hey,
we can just do Libya on the way home. It was not a big operation.
So being terrified by a credible military threat, he was moved to
act. I would say if we could imagine an equivalent situation for
Iran, that would be a big motivator. I think it is hard to imagine
after we seem exhausted from a couple wars we have already had.

Senator PERDUE. Dr. Allison, you said that inspection and
verification, challenge—that is part of our inspection regime. You
know, I am not too worried about what they are telling us and
what we see in the inspection. What I am really worried about is
longer term past this agreement over the next decade or so our
ability to manage and watch and pick up through our intelligence
efforts what they are doing covertly.

I have two questions. One is do you guys, both of you, believe
that we have a third option here if this negotiation fails besides
war, that doubling down on sanctions could in fact help us long
term keep Iran from becoming a nuclear weapons state? And sec-
ondly, behind that, what is your experience and what is your con-
fidence that our intelligence network today can help us maintain
confidence that we know what is going on covertly within Iran? Mr.
Tobey, quickly. I am about out of time. Sorry.

Mr. TOBEY. I do believe there is a third option. Of course, there
are measures between capitulation and war. There are plenty of
things that we could do.

With respect to intelligence, Iran is a hard target, and we have
had some intelligence successes, but I do not think we can bet all
that would be bet on whether or not Iran gets a nuclear weapon
on our intelligence successes.

Dr. ALLISON. I agree with Will.

On the intelligence piece, I think that we will never know for
sure, and that it will be very important, if there is an agreement
reached, that we do not lose interest in Iran. So I think from the
bigger perspective of the committee, making sure that the intel-
ligence community keeps this as a top priority, assuming that this
is a country that will get a nuclear weapon whenever it can.

With respect to the sanctions, I think it would be good to double
down on sanctions, though I cannot imagine the political strategy
that would keep the rest of the parties together for doing so unless
Iran should walk away from the table.
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Senator PERDUE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Senator Kaine.

Senator KAINE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thanks to the
witnesses for your interesting and provocative testimony.

A number of folks in this country and with our allies who are
fairly harsh critics of starting the negotiation with Iran have, at
least to me, grudgingly said that they think actually the activity
since November 2013 and particularly under the JPOA has been
better than the status quo ante, that the concerns that Prime Min-
ister Netanyahu was raising before the U.N. about the 20-percent
enriched uranium stockpile, et cetera, that there has been an im-
provement in the status quo as a result of the JPOA.

Before we get to a final deal, do you share the view that the
JPOA period was an improvement over what was existing before?

Mr. ToBEY. My view is that it was neither a historic agreement
nor an historic mistake. It was a standstill agreement that allowed
talks to continue, and the value of that standstill agreement is best
assessed when we find out what the final agreement is.

Senator KAINE. And the standstill compared to an earlier period
where there was not standing still, where there was forward
progress on the nuclear program. Correct?

Mr. ToBEY. Correct, yes. And certainly there were some elements
like the reduction in 20 percent uranium that were quite construc-
tive.

Dr. ALLISON. I agree. In fact, there is a little brochure that the
Belfer Center put out on the facts about the agreement. And if you
look at it, there is a curve that is going steadily up from 10 years
ago until 2 months, and then it freezes. So the agreement actually
succeeded in freezing and also rolling back with respect to the 20
percent activity that you would otherwise think would have just
continued along the trend line.

Senator KAINE. I agree with what both of you said in earlier
questions that there is not two options here of an acceptable diplo-
matic agreement or war. There is also some middle grounds, and
middle grounds may include doubling down on sanctions. Middle
grounds may include continuing under a JPOA framework with a
standstill and modest relief of escrowed funds. So there are other
options. I do believe that.

You both talked about the inspections. The thing that I am most
interested in that I am going to jump right to when there is a deal
is looking at the intrusive nature of the inspections and particu-
larly with respect to giving us any confidence about the covert na-
ture of the program.

But I want to talk about inspections in the context of having a
credible military threat. A credible military threat in my view to-
ward stopping Iran from getting a nuclear weapon is composed of
sort of capacity, backbone, but also the degree of information you
have. Would you agree with me that we have a more credible mili-
tary threat the more information we have about the scope of an
Iranian nuclear program? So that seems easy enough, kind of al-
most a truism.

And in terms of information, we have intel right now. We have
used intel. It has been widely reported that we have taken steps
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with others that have slowed down the Iranian nuclear program
based on intel. But would you agree with me that intel plus what
you get from an intrusive inspections regime is better than just
intel?

Mr. TOBEY. Yes.

Senator KAINE. And so to the extent that an agreement that is
put on the table has an inspections regime that is a significant one
and to the extent we do what Dr. Allison said, which is maintain
and maybe even grow our intel capacities, intel plus the informa-
tion we get out of intrusive inspections will help have us have a
more credible military threat because we would be able to more
precisely target military activity—God forbid—should we ever need
to to stop Iran from getting a nuclear weapon.

Dr. ALLISON. Absolutely, and I think the way you put it is very
logical. So we are working an intelligence problem all the time, and
intelligence is essential for having a credible military threat.

A question to ask about the agreement, if it comes to you, is:
what does the inspection and verification regime add to our current
intelligence? What else are we getting that we do not already have?
It is good for the IAEA to get it even if we already have it because
that adds to the international legitimacy? But for us, because we
have to take care, in the first instance, of this as our own problem,
what else would we have in terms of a picture of what is going on
in Iran, particularly in the covert arena, if we get a deal that has
the parameters as described for verification and inspection? And
I—having listened to a briefing on what people think they are
going to bring back, that would be a big plus, if I were sitting back
in the intelligence community, for my picture of what is going on.
But I think the devil will be in those details, and if we listened to
the Supreme Leader yesterday, a lot of those details do not seem
to be settled.

Senator KAINE. The inspection regime laid out in the April 2
framework included some components that were 10, 15, 20, and 25
years. But one of the items in the framework was the acceptance
of the TAEA additional protocol, which was listed to be a perma-
nent accession to that additional protocol. And so these are the
kinds of things that I know I am going to be looking at to see what
kind of information are we going to get through this inspections re-
gime that will add to the intel that we can already develop.

And Mr. Tobey, your testimony—one of your five lessons is the
better the inspection regime, the more we can deter cheating to-
gether with existing intel, and I would say a caveat to that or
maybe a corollary, the better the inspections regime plus our intel,
the more we can have a credible military threat, or at least that
is an element of a credible military threat.

What lessons do you draw from the kind of earlier WMD negotia-
tion experiences in terms of the nature of the regime you are deal-
ing with? You know, you talked about Libya as a pipsqueak regime.
Iran has more of an imperial—I think Iran is on kind of a historic
rejuvenation project where they are trying to reclaim an element
of social greatness that they have had in the past. And that is kind
of part of what motivates the regime right now. And becoming part
of the nuclear club in the modern parlance is one of the ways you
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show you are at the cutting edge of science and technology in a
leading society.

But talk about earlier WMD negotiations and the nature of the
regime itself and how that makes you view this particular negotia-
tion.

Mr. ToBEY. I think you are exactly right. At the strategic level,
Iran is looking for regional resurgence. At a more tactical level, in
terms of the insight into the regime, I think that there is important
insight, maybe not determinative insight, offered into Iran’s will-
ingness to comply by how they treat this disclosure issue. So if in
fact they continue to stiff the IAEA, I think we gain insight into
whether or not they are likely to comply with a future agreement.

Dr. ALLISON. So I agree that the regime issue matters a lot. I
think in the case of the Soviet Union, people who saw it clearly had
no illusions about the regime because it was a regime that was de-
termined to bury us. So the agreements were agreements to con-
strain the competition simply in one arena in order to intensify the
competition in other areas. If you were betting in the long run that
we were going to be stronger because we have a free society, we
have a market economy, we have a dynamic society—that was Ron-
ald Reagan’s bet—lo and behold, in the end this is going to turn
out badly for them. So I would say, again if I try to think about
it, the fact that the regime is inherently evil is perfectly fine to
deal with; that is international relations.

With respect to your first question, which I think is an extremely
good one, how does the intelligence relate to credible military
threats? And it is very interesting. I should have put it in my testi-
mony, but I will send it to you. So the person who was a colleague
of ours, an Israeli, Amos Yadlin, who led the attack on Osirak, who
planned the attack on Syria, and who was Bibi’s head of military
intelligence planning for Iran—here is what he says about the
agreement. He says, military action against the Iranian program in
2025—that is, if the agreement in 2025—would in all probability
not be much more complicated or difficult than in 2015.

Senator KAINE. Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Thank you to the witnesses.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Senator Markey.

Senator MARKEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, very much.

Can you just talk a little bit about Iran and how they view their
need to have a nuclear weapon, given what happened in Libya and
what happened in Iraq and the lesson drawn that we do not attack
North Korea, we do not attack countries that have nuclear weap-
ons, but we do attack those that we are sure do not because we ab-
solutely verified that they do not? So what lesson did they draw
from that in terms of the confidence that we can have that any in-
spections regime can be successful?

Dr. ALLISON. I do not think we are allowed to talk about this in
public. I am teasing.

Eric Edelman, who is a friend and who was President George W.
Bush’s Under Secretary for Policy in the planning for the attack on
Iraq, has said the following, and I am quoting. He said, in terms
of what lessons we have taught, if you are like Iraq and you do not
have nuclear weapons, you get invaded. But if you are like Libya
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and you give up your nuclear weapons, we will only bomb you.
Again, it is hard for Americans to say.

Here is what the Supreme Leader said—he was doing the lessons
after Libya—he said Qaddafi wrapped up all his nuclear facilities,
packed them on a ship, and delivered them to the West, and said,
take them. Look what position he is in now. So I think we have
to take it as a fact that regimes that fear being attacked by us, on
the basis of the record, would therefore be motivated to have nu-
clear weapons. That makes the problem harder for us. It does not
mean they should succeed.

Senator MARKEY. So can you talk about that, Mr. Tobey? Essen-
tially Qaddafi and Saddam wound up in the same situation, pretty
much in the same ditch after they gave up their nuclear weapons
programs.

Mr. ToBeY. Well, I think you have made the important point—
you and Graham and Eric Edelman. I think it is something to be
regretted that what had been a nonproliferation success in Libya
may be tarnished because it taught lessons to others around the
world that it will be painful for us.

Senator MARKEY. So then if I can go back to you, Dr. Allison. You
draw an important distinction between material cheating and mar-
ginal cheating in your testimony. And there is no question that on
this committee if there is, in fact, material cheating which is found,
that this committee will act quickly if there is no action which is
taken by our Government or the world. We will move quickly to re-
impose sanctions.

How do we deal with marginal violations? That is going to be the
gray area, and what do you recommend to us if we cannot find the
material but there is enough suspicion of a marginal violation?
What should the American response be?

Dr. ALLISON. An extremely hard question. So I think in the nego-
tiations, folks have been trying to figure out what are the proce-
dures for dealing with cases of known or suspected violations, both
marginal and material. And in the case of dealing with the Soviet
Union—or now, Russia—this continues to be an issue.

So we have to, I think, first depend on our own intelligence, but
we are happy for any other help we get from anybody else for dis-
covering such cases. For example, in the case of the Soviet Union,
they were building radars at Kresnyarsk, you will remember, back
in the cold war. And we called it out. There came to be an issue
of what our recourse would be, because if we could not impose some
equivalent pain or punishment, it would be very hard even if a per-
son has cheated or violated the agreement to get them to come
back into compliance. In that case in the end, they had to give up
the radars, and they did.

So I would say in this case, it would be worth it, as you see the
final details of the agreement, to see what process they have for
doing this because I know they have attempted to address it. I do
not know whether they will do so successfully.

Senator MARKEY. So just following on the issue of Iran and how
they perceive us. How does a perception that the United States still
supports regime change inside of Iran complicate the P5+1 negotia-
tions knowing that we still harbor our—some in America still har-
bor this ambition that the entire government be toppled? What
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does that do to the negotiations and our ability to get intrusive in-
spections successfully completed?

Dr. ALLISON. Well, again, my take on it is that as another col-
league—Bob Kagan wrote a book. He said the dangerous nation—
I mean, the train that you are on. You know, we are a dangerous
nation in that we do believe that these are bad regimes, and we
do believe that they should change. This is a problem in dealing
with Mr. Putin. It is a problem in dealing with President Xi. And
we cannot say that we do not think that they are bad regimes or
we do not think that there are violations of human rights. And I
think as he looks at us, when we talk verification, he thinks we are
doing target acquisition. So I think that produces an extreme
struggle.

But I am saying in the case of the Soviet Union, it was a strug-
gle. We should not assume anything other than the worst, and we
should try to deal with the worst. That is the task.

Senator MARKEY. But do you think, given what happened in
Iraq, given what happened in Libya, that the toppling actually led
to a worse case scenario unfolding rather than a best case. Do you
think we should be more humble in terms of our public pronounce-
ments of the goal to topple the Iranian Government and just be
happy if we can get an intrusive nuclear weapons regime and then
to isolate it in its regional ambitions, its terrorist activities, or
should we allow this kind of cloud to still be over the discussions
at the back of our minds? And they are looking at Libya, obviously,
and the Ayatollah has talked about that. Iraq. That we make it
more difficult for ourselves to get true compliance with an inspec-
tions regime.

Dr. ALLISON. Again, I would say two things quickly.

The first, that even if we said that we were not trying to topple
the regime, they would not believe it, and it might not be true.

And secondly, I think that the idea of being more humble about
our aspirations to change regimes by use of force is a lesson that
we are trying to learn and that we should learn because if we are
betting, Reagan’s argument was a very interesting argument. He
said we are on the right side of history. If we have our society per-
form effectively, lo and behold, most of these other societies will not
perform because of all their inherent contradictions. And in the
end, it is going to turn out okay. So I would go back to a bet more
of that sort than trying by force to change the regimes.

And I think actually in the case of Libya, I agree with Will. We
have debated this at Harvard a lot. Yes, Qaddafi was a horrible,
horrible person. Yes, he was doing horrible, horrible things. But if
you look at Libya today, it is hard to say it is better.

Senator MARKEY. Iraq, the same way. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Senator Shaheen.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Welcome. So nice to have both of you here today and always nice
to see you, Dr. Allison.

And I apologize for having missed your testimony because I had
another commitment. So if you have addressed some of these
issues, I hope you do not mind doing it again.
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I wonder, Dr. Allison, if you could talk about how the Iranian ne-
gotiations differ from the North Korean negotiations because I
know there are often comparisons to the two and the fact that we
negotiated with North Korea and we were not successful and now
they are on a path to producing more weapons.

Dr. ALLISON. We discussed it a little earlier. I said I think in
thinking about North Korea and Iran, one needs to start with three
big structural factors in the case of North Korea. First, against
North Korea, we did not have a credible military threat. Secondly,
North Korea has a great power guardian. And third, North Korea
has an autarchic economy that basically struggles and survives by
a little bit of dealing with China but mainly on its own.

We do not have a credible military threat because we have a de-
fensive alliance with South Korea and South Korea has been effec-
tively deterred by North Korea’s ability to destroy Seoul.

China is not prepared to see North Korea squeezed to the point
that it collapses. So whenever the sanctions begin to bite, China
violates them.

And thirdly, the North Korean economy barely survives anyhow.

Fortunately, in the case of Iran, these structural conditions are
not the same. With respect to Iran, there is a credible military
threat not only from us but from Israel. So the reason why I saw
this line that was producing 20 percent enriched uranium in Iran—
it went flat when Bibi put out a redline that said 250 kilos and we
are going to act. And it approached 200 and then it went flat. Now,
actually by the agreement, it has been reduced and is going to be
eliminated, which is a good thing.

Secondly, in the case of—there is no great power that is pro-
viding guardianship for Iran.

And thirdly, its economy actually is connected to the rest of the
economy.

So I think those situations are, fortunately, different, which is
good news for the Iranian case.

Senator SHAHEEN. Do you agree, Mr. Tobey?

Mr. ToBEY. I do. I think the most salient point is that Iran dif-
fers from North Korea in that North Korea is a weak state sur-
rounded by strong states, the largest economies, the largest popu-
lations, the largest land masses in the world, whereas Iran is a re-
gionally strong power surrounded by relatively weak states.

Senator SHAHEEN. So that would argue in my mind for—well, no,
I guess not. I was going to say for why they would be more inter-
ested in holding onto weapons than in giving them up.

I am also interested, Graham. In your testimony—and you re-
ferred to it a little while ago that the claims that we cannot reach
advantageous agreements with governments that cannot be trusted
is just not correct. And I wonder if you could talk about that a little
bit more because that is one of the biggest concerns I hear from
people who look at the negotiations with Iran and they say, well,
how can we negotiate with them. We just cannot trust them.

Dr. ALLISON. So I may be too much of an old cold warrior, but
I think of Iran more or less like the Soviet Union as a first approxi-
mation. There are many, many differences, and I am sure many
Iranians will take offense. But basically a society—not the Iranian
society; in the same way, not the Russian people, but the regime,
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which is a regime that makes no sense and which is pursuing ob-
jectives inimical to the U.S. and to most of its neighbors. So that
is just I take as a fact.

So when I then look at the situation, I say that is where I start.
So will such a regime lie, steal, and cheat when it can? Yes. I think
even Ronald Reagan said this is in their character for the Soviet
Union, and Lenin explained that it was the nation’s duty. So when
you were tricking somebody, that was when you were a good Len-
inist. So I would say as a first approximation assume that the
party is not trying to be forthcoming, is not trying to be—is trying
to trick you, trying to deceive you, trying to cheat.

So then the obligation for us is not to be deceived and not to be
naive, but to expect behavior—the agreements need to be about
items that we can see visibly and verify through the inspection re-
gime with the expectation that for everything else that we cannot
see, we are way back to ourselves and to intelligence independent
of this constraint. So the reason why in the old cold war we con-
strained launchers, not warheads, even though warheads were the
things that would kill us, was because we could only see launchers,
and we could not get any inspection or any regime that would con-
strain the warheads.

So that is why, again, if I look at the Iranian case, closing down
Arak so that it is not going to produce plutonium—that is one of
two ways for Iran to get a bomb. Great. I would say that is a good
one. And similarly with respect to the enrichment, I have got that
constrained enough, though I did not think that was where they
were going to be acting before. So that drives me, as we were dis-
cussing earlier, to the covert route. And so it is what this agree-
ment adds to our current national intelligence and that of our al-
lies that will be, for me, the beef in the agreement.

Senator SHAHEEN. So as we think about the covert route, because
that is the other concern that I hear, that it is fine to address what
we already know about what they are doing to build a weapon, but
we are not going to know what we do not know. And so how do
you build into these kinds of negotiations ways to address the po-
tential to build other covert operations that we would not be aware
of until too late?

Dr. ALLISON. Well, in the fact sheet that was passed out, it was
suggested—and now we will have to look to see what finally they
bring home—that there would be continuous surveillance of Iran’s
uranium mills for 25 years. If that is the case, then they cannot
be producing additional uranium, that there would be continuous
surveillance of production of centrifuges and their storage facilities.
Again, if they cannot produce centrifuges, they cannot enrich ura-
nium. That there would be a dedicated procurement channel where
all the things they bought that were dual-use would have to be re-
ported. That is a very interesting one because they will go off buy-
ing some other stuff to be helpful to their program, and so that is
an easy one to find them violating, if they do, that there would be
a mechanism for challenge inspection. So there are a half dozen
things of that sort. And if those were added, those seem to me to
be likely to be big pluses to where we would be in the absence of
an agreement.

Senator SHAHEEN. But if I could just ask one final question.
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But opponents of the negotiations would say, well, there are not
going to be any guarantees on all of those things because the IAEA
is not going to get access to all of Iran at any time to be able to
determine whether there are other efforts going on, whether there
are other centrifuges being built, whether there are other—whether
things are being smuggled in that could have an impact. So how
do you address those kinds of concerns, or should we not be wor-
ried about that?

Dr. ALLISON. Well, I think we should certainly be worried about
it. And Will has something to say about that because, I mean, he
has been thinking about what you would learn from the PMD
might contribute to this.

For myself, I would say, first, it is a requirement for American
intelligence. Either we are successful—not only American. Israeli,
French, others that are looking and who are looking intensely
about the other activities that are not reported. And if it is an ille-
gal activity, if they are buying material for a bomb from North
Korea, they are not going to report that. They will proceed. So I
would say the first is looking at it for ourselves.

Secondly, the challenge mechanism will be very relevant for this.
So if, as the Supreme Leader said yesterday, military facilities are
off limits, and if something is going on in a military facility, JAEA
cannot go inspect it, I would say that is a show stopper. No. The
terms of the agreement is that it cannot be just fishing expeditions,
but with the challenge inspection mechanism, one has got to be
able to go to a place where there is probable cause. And we have
to remember Fordow was built in a military facility. So if military
facilities were off limits, this would be a loser’s game. So I would
say that is the way I would go with it.

Senator SHAHEEN. Will, did you want to add to that?

Mr. TOBEY. Sure. With respect to—I would say that it is impor-
tant to remember the process of verification is like constructing a
mosaic. There are some tiles that are going to be missing and the
inspectors need to go pursue those. There are some tiles that may
be inaccurate. You may have a red tile that appears in the
seascape that should all be blue and green, and they have to figure
out why that has appeared.

I believe if there is a complete and correct declaration, it is dif-
ficult to actually hide a covert program. Now, you could say, well,
they will just lie in their declaration. But if there is access to docu-
ments and people and other things, which are actually less impor-
tant than the anytime/anywhere inspection—it is really a much
more mundane process that involves detective work—then you
identify inconsistencies. Now, you may not identify the exact site
that you are dealing with, but those inconsistencies lead you to
other things. And if they are forced to answer those inconsistencies,
it becomes difficult for them to actually maintain this lie. It also
helps to deter them from pursuing that program because they
know eventually they will either have to answer those questions or
be caught stonewalling.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Sorry to run over.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Listen, we appreciate very much your testimony. I have just a
few closing questions.
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Would it be fair to say that—back to PMD and I want to be fairly
brief here—would it be fair to say that our insistence on the PMD
piece would be indicative to Iran as to how thorough we are going
to be as we move along with adherence to the agreement and just
the inspections process in general? From the standpoint of us fore-
ing that on the front end, they will take that, will they not, as an
indication of how seriously we are going to try to enforce any agree-
ment that takes place? Is that a fair statement?

Mr. ToBEY. Yes, absolutely. If we allow them to flout IAEA re-
quests for data now, they have every reason to believe they will get
away with that in the future.

The CHAIRMAN. And do you agree with that, Dr. Allison?

Dr. ALLISON. I am less clear. I would say that all of these things
are being haggled about, and I think we have insisted that there
be interviews with identified individuals and there be visits to
sites. But if I were running the Iranian program, can I find a way
to do that that still does not, quote, “full disclosure?” I do not think
you will ever have, quote, “full disclosure.” So I think it will be a
back and forth.

The CHAIRMAN. Would it be fair to say that had we had anytime/
anywhere inspections with North Korea, there is no way they
would have advanced as far as they did unbeknownst to us?

Mr. ToBEY. I am actually not sure that is the case. If we had
anytime/anywhere inspections but did not have the cooperation in
terms of a declaration and access to people and documents, I am
not sure that would have worked. And there is an historical exam-
ple. The Clinton administration became suspicious of a facility
called Kumchang-ri and actually forced an inspection of that place,
and it turned out basically to be an empty underground facility.
And that shows the weakness of relying too much on the anytime/
anywhere concept as opposed to this building of a mosaic concept.

The CHAIRMAN. Dr. Allison.

Dr. ALLISON. I would go back: to the tall pole in the tent is Amer-
ican intelligence. So if we have good intelligence, we are going to
find the things. If we do not, shame on us.

The CHAIRMAN. Would it be fair to say that large amounts of
sanctions relief without Iran being in full compliance could lead to
the—that is exactly what we did, I guess, in North Korea—could
lead to a similar outcome?

Mr. TOBEY. Yes, I believe so.

Dr. ALLISON. I agree, but I would say that the sanctions relief
needs to come as they implement the particular terms of the agree-
ment. That is what the administration said they were going to in-
sist on, and I think that is what they should do.

The CHAIRMAN. And then this is somewhat controversial. I am
going to phrase it. We have had, as you know, five briefings, three
of which were private. And in those briefings, by the way, we had
almost full attendance and a lot of debate.

One of the more controversial statements that was made in those
meetings by witnesses—Dr. Allison, you alluded to the fact that
Iran believes there is a military threat today. Our intelligence says
that is not the case. They do not believe there is a military threat
by the United States. And so some of the witnesses have responded
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by saying there are multiple things we need to be looking at, much
of which was asked about today.

But another component, a fourth component, would be Congress
weighing in now relative to our intentions militarily if they did not
adhere to an agreement. And of course, you get into some quali-
tative issues as to whether it is marginal or whether something is
in great violation. I can say it a little bit more strongly, but I do
not want my question to be misinterpreted by people onlooking.

But how important is it with an agreement in place for Iran to
believe that if they do not comply, there will be military con-
sequences?

Dr. ALLISON. I believe there is a credible military threat. I be-
lieve that our Israeli friends provide an even more credible military
threat. And I believe the fear of a military threat, if Iran should
try to go the last mile, is a huge factor in their calculations about
not going the last mile. About the current intelligence on whether
today they fear a threat, given that we are negotiating with them,
I would say that is on the side.

The CHAIRMAN. But would you feel that Congress should some-
how weigh in on that fact on the front end relative to an agreement
being reached, that during the entirety of this agreement, that the
Congress feels strongly that if it is violated, there should be a mili-
tary threat? Is that something that you consider to be important?

Dr. ALLISON. I would have to think hard about that, but I would
myself think that if we had—not for some minor violation, but if
we received evidence today that Iran was trying to dash the last
2 months to a bomb, would I be urging us to bomb them to prevent
that happening? And I personally would.

The CHAIRMAN. Will.

Mr. ToBEY. I think that expressions of unity by the U.S. Govern-
ment always get the attention of foreign powers. And if the Con-
gress were going to take such an action, it would likely attract at-
tention in Tehran.

The CHAIRMAN. I see Senator Coons has arrived. I am going to
step out. I have such great trust for the ranking member I am
going to leave it in his hands.

I do want to say on the front end that the record will remain
open, without any objection, until Friday, and if you all would an-
swer questions up until that time, I would appreciate that very
quickly.

We thank you for being here today. We thank you for your testi-
mony.

And with that, I am going to defer to Senator Coons.

Senator COONS. Thank you, Chairman Corker and Ranking
Member Cardin, for holding not just this hearing but a whole se-
ries of very valuable hearings as we consider whether or not there
will be a deal between the P5+1 and Iran about their illicit nuclear
weapons program.

And thank you to Mr. Tobey and Dr. Allison. It is a great honor
to be with you today and get your insights on previous experiences
and attempts at nonproliferation.

Let me first just talk a little bit about what Iran is doing and
their tactics and how you appraise their current tactics.
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There was, as you well know, an effort by some of our European
allies in 2004 to negotiate a halt to Iran’s enrichment activities.
And since then, Rouhani has publicly remarked that they were ne-
gotiating with our European allies on a halt to their enrichment ac-
tivities at the same time that they were completing the installation
of some key components of their illicit nuclear program.

In your view—and I would be interested in both your answers—
is that essentially what they are doing now? They are negotiating
for a 10-or-15-year pause or restructuring of their nuclear program
fully intending that they will either continue the research and de-
velopment vital to the next stage of their nuclear weapons acquisi-
tion during that 10-or-15-year period or intending to find other
paths towards a sneak-out or breakout, or do you assess that they
actually seriously are willing to give up on a nuclear weapons pro-
gram?

Mr. ToBEY. I think all of their past activities and statements
point to the former of your possibilities.

Senator COONsS. Dr. Allison.

Dr. ALLISON. I believe that Iran has had serious ambitions to
have nuclear weapons, does have serious ambitions to have nuclear
weapons, will have serious ambitions to have nuclear weapons. So
we should assume that as a constant. And the question in this is
not can we convert them, but it is rather we can constrain them
in ways that advantage us.

Senator CooNs. Exactly. So what we have heard, I think, from
Senators on both sides of the aisle in these hearings is that dis-
trust but verify is probably a better watchword for our negotiations
with them.

Dr. Allison, you are in many ways best known for a model of
analysis of the actions of nations that presumes that they act as
rational actors. Let us assume—and I know this is a big assump-
tion—that the regime in Tehran within their own framework and
their own ideology is behaving rationally in their negotiations.
What piece of the proposed architecture of this agreement do you
think they would be most likely to exploit in a determined, per-
sistent effort to break out or sneak out? I agree with you that I am
convinced they have nuclear weapons ambitions, and they are only
engaging in these negotiations with us for tactical purposes for a
temporary cessation. So let us imagine they are a rational actor.
How would you assume they might try to break out, given the
structure of the likely agreement as known to date?

Dr. ALLISON. Again, a very good question. So an Iran that had
serious nuclear ambitions would think of all the ways to get a
bomb. So one way is to make them at an overt site, but of course,
there are people watching. And the second way is to get them at
a covert site, build them in a covert site. And the third way is to
buy a bomb or material for a bomb from North Korea.

So as I say in my written testimony that I submitted, I worry
more about North Korea and Pakistan when I think about a bomb
going off in the United States in the next 15 years than I do about
Iran, though I think Iran is a worthy challenge and is the most ur-
gent of them.

So a rational Iranian could conceivably be engaged in this whole
set of activities as a conjurer’s act. It could easily be the case that
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this is what is going on with this hand while the other hand is ac-
tually doing the work. How will we know that? Only if American
intelligence discovers it, not likely from IAEA—or one of our friend-
ly intelligence colleagues. So do we need to be alert, looking, taking
every possible source, assuming that something may be happening?
Yes. I would say that would be reasonable.

The buy option, again, is not much discussed, but would be a
very interesting option. So what does North Korea need? Money.
What does it have? Fissile material and bombs. What does it do?
As Bob Gates testified here once before to Armed Services, what we
know about North Korea is they sell anything they have to anyone
who will pay. So why dismiss that possibility? I would not dismiss
it for a second. So I would look at that as another possible route
to be worried about. And the agreement will not solve all of those
problems, though some aspects of the agreement, including the in-
spection and challenge mechanism, may again provide a few more
peepholes.

Senator COONS. So let us turn to that, if I could, for my last
question, Dr. Allison. And I agree with you that the prospect of
North Korea being willing to share, trade, sell both its proliferation
knowledge and its actual weapons is a very sobering possibility.

But to the inspection regime, one of the things that is held up
as the most possibly beneficial-to-us component of an agreement,
P5+1 with Iran, is actual inspections. So as you mentioned, if Iran
continues its nuclear ambitions, it is most likely to do so at a covert
site and our ability to get inspections anytime/anywhere of sites of
any type is an absolutely critical piece of this. Previous inspection
efforts with other regimes have faltered when the Security Council
was no longer united in insisting on inspections.

The proposed structure that is rumored in the press to be on the
table would be a commission where, as long as our European allies
stayed with us, the Iranians and even the Russians and Chinese,
if they happened to come together in opposing an inspection, could
not block an inspection. Do you think this sort of a commission
structure could function, could function well, and could allow us
some confidence that we would have the opportunity for meaning-
ful inspections even of military sites, even of suspected sites? And
what is your view on a possible 30-day timeline? Again, I am just
working off of suggestions in the public sources about what might
be on the table.

Dr. ALLISON. Well, I can make a short comment and then Will
actually addresses the question of anytime/anywhere and has been
trying to drill down on that.

I would say that from what I can understand about the negotia-
tions that are now going on, they have recognized the problem that
you point to, which is—one of Will’s lessons is that the inspection
regime is only as strong as the political support for it. So if the po-
litical support in the Security Council gets split, lo and behold, the
inspection regime becomes weakened. So what they have tried to
do is design around that risk. And if they design around it success-
fully, that would be a big plus. That would be a new step forward.
Whether they will actually have that and how it will work in the
agreement, I am not sure.
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Mr. ToBEY. With respect to the unity of the political support for
inspections, we had a rare moment in 1991 when Saddam was the
undeniable aggressor against Kuwait. The Soviet Union was fal-
tering at that point. And we really did enjoy an international con-
sensus that was mustered against him. And even in those cir-
cumstances and even in circumstances in which there was undeni-
able evidence of nuclear, chemical and biological weapons work, the
consensus eventually faded. And so I think that it will be very dif-
ficult to maintain such a consensus.

Senator COONS. And is the structure that I described that may
or may not be on the table one that you think might be sufficient
to sustain that inspection regime or would you be very concerned
about it?

Mr. ToBEY. I think it is a good idea. And a structural answer to
that problem is helpful. But ultimately, you know, nations are
independent actors, and Russia can make its own choices.

With respect to paths that Iran might take, your previous ques-
tion, as I noted earlier, if it is a problem that Iran is 2 months
away from a nuclear weapon today, I do not know how we can be
comfortable with an agreement that allows them to be in that posi-
tion in 10, 12, or 15 years.

Senator COONS. Agreed.

Thank you very much for your testimony. I appreciate the in-
sights.

Thank you, Senator Cardin.

Senator CARDIN [presiding]. Well, let me thank both of you for
your testimonies.

What we do know is what is in the framework agreement. What
we have been informed about through hearings are some of the
challenges in the negotiations. We have been briefed in a classified
setting as to the status of intelligence information and the status
of our negotiators, all of which goes into the equations of us being
prepared to deal with the challenges that we will confront later
this month or early next month, assuming an agreement is
reached, or what we need to do if an agreement is not reached.

But we also can learn from our past experiences, and I think
both of you have been very helpful to us in sharing your insight
as to previous circumstances and how it can be relevant to our
analysis of an effective agreement with Iran to prevent it from be-
coming a nuclear weapons state.

So on behalf of the committee, we thank you for your candor and
for your testimony here today and advancing our ability to review
a potential agreement.

And with that, the committee stands adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 12:20 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.]
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The CHAIRMAN. Today’s hearing is the final in a series of six
events we are holding to prepare members of the committee to
evaluate a possible nuclear agreement with Iran.

This month, we have heard from Secretary Moniz, from nuclear
lab directors on technical aspects of Iran’s nuclear program, and
from retired diplomats on the regional implications of concluding
an agreement with Iran. We held closed briefings on sanctions re-
lief and the ability to verify an agreement.

Yesterday, we held a hearing to examine lessons learned from
past WMD negotiations.

Today, our witnesses can cover a range of topics, from technical
aspects of the Iranian program, to the interior politics of Iran.

One common theme from these events is that Senators have left
the events—I believe this to be true—with more questions and con-
cerns about the agreement than answers.

In the last few days prior to an agreement being reached, I think
it is important for Senators to voice the concerns they have in
hopes that those concerns will improve the deal. I think it is clear
that the negotiators pay attention to what we say, so it is impor-
tant that we say that now.

I wish to call the committee’s attention to the importance of PMD
disclosure requiring the Iranians to address all of the IAEA PMD
concerns prior to relieving sanctions. It is not just an issue about
Iranian national pride. It is essential to properly verifying an
agreement.

I would appreciate it if the witnesses would comment on why
PMD disclosure is important and, more specifically, why it is nec-
essary to properly verify an agreement.

(87)
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The second issue I would like to highlight is the need for any-
time, anywhere inspections. This issue goes hand in hand with
PMD disclosures. If we do not know what Iran is capable of, and
we do not have complete access to any and all suspect sites, I do
not see how we can reasonably claim to know what Iran is doing.

I would also appreciate your comments on the importance of in-
spector access and what level of access we should require in an
agreement. I fear the administration may again provide the green
light for a slow and measured nuclear development program that
does little to deter Iran from laying the foundation for a weapons
program after it reaps the benefits of sanctions relief. As I have
stated many times before, I want to see, and I think all of us here
want to see, a strong agreement with Iran that will prevent them
from obtaining a nuclear weapon and hold them accountable.

As we have met with nuclear scientists, regional experts, and
former administration personnel, I become more and more con-
cerned with the direction of these negotiations and potential red
lines that may be crossed. It is our responsibility to examine this
issue and any final deal that may be reached with a skeptic’s eye
so that we can determine whether it will be in the best interest of
our country and the world.

Thank you again for appearing before the committee. I look for-
ward to your testimony.

And with that, I will turn to our ranking member, Senator
Cardin.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. BENJAMIN L. CARDIN,
U.S. SENATOR FROM MARYLAND

Senator CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much.

This hearing concludes a month of committee engagement on the
nuclear talks and various elements of a possible deal, as well as
Iran’s role in the region and necessary considerations on United
States foreign policy. I thank you very much for the manner in
which I think our committee has prepared for the outcomes of the
negotiations between the P5+1 and Iran. We, certainly, value the
time.

When we reconvene after this recess, we should know the status
of those talks.

President Obama and his administration deserve praise for bold-
ly pursuing the diplomatic path. One of the consensuses that I
think we have determined is that all of us agree that the right dip-
lomatic path, the right agreement, would be the best course for us
to pursue to prevent Iran from becoming a nuclear weapons state.

The other area that I think has been broadly agreed to not only
by the Congress and the American people, but by all of the sur-
rounding states in the region, is that this world will be much safer
if we can prevent Iran from becoming a nuclear weapon power,
that that would be a game changer in the region.

I want to underscore a couple important points, and that is that
I will not reach a decision as to whether we should support or not
support a potential agreement until I have seen that agreement,
have seen the exhibits and have had a chance, in both an open and
closed setting, to understand all of the information so that we know
exactly what the agreement is and what the commitments will be
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and what the consequences will be, if those terms are not agreed
to.

I will evaluate the agreement on whether it achieves its objec-
tives. Will this deal sufficiently extend the breakout time it would
take for Iran to produce a nuclear weapon? Does the deal cut off
all Iranian pathways, including a covert one to nuclear weapons?
We know that they will try to do things in a covert setting. Will
the inspection and verification regime be sufficiently robust to en-
sure that all possible pathways are cut off? Will this agreement re-
quire that Iran respond to all of the allegations that the IAEA has
made about the possible military dimensions of a nuclear program?
Does the agreement provide a path for the international commu-
nity to respond to Iran’s violations of an agreement?

In other words, will we have adequate time in order to take the
appropriate steps, if Iran does not comply with a potential agree-
ment‘,? to make sure that they do not become a nuclear weapons
state?

We have an important role to play, but we are not in the negoti-
ating room, and we should not prejudge the outcome of the talks.
What is clear to me is that we need an agreement with Iran that
requires the resolution of possible military dimensions; demands
verifiable, transparent, intrusive inspections; and ensures that the
sanctions will snap back forcefully, should Iran breach its obliga-
tions.

I look forward to the witnesses’ testimony, and just as impor-
tantly, our ability to interact in questioning in order to further our
capacity to appropriately review any potential agreement.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Cardin.

We will now turn to our witnesses. Our first witness is Mr.
David Albright, certainly no stranger to this committee, the presi-
dent of the Institute for Science and International Security.

We thank you for being here.

Our second witness is Dr. Ray Takeyh, senior fellow at the Coun-
cil of Foreign Relations, also no stranger to this committee. We ap-
preciate him being here.

Our third witness is Dr. Jim Walsh, research associate for the
Sei:urity Studies Program at the Massachusetts Institute for Tech-
nology.

We want to thank you all for being here. This is our sixth brief-
ing and/or hearing. We hope that you all are going to cap this off
in a very appropriate way. We look forward to your testimony. If
you would, I think you all know this, summarize your comments
in about 5 minutes. Without objection, your written testimony will
be entered into the record. And we look forward to our questions.

Again, thank you very much for waiting through a business
meeting, for being here today, and concluding our session on this
prior to a potential agreement. Thank you very much.

I will start with you, David.

STATEMENT OF DAVID ALBRIGHT, PRESIDENT, INSTITUTE
FOR SCIENCE AND INTERNATIONAL SECURITY, WASHING-
TON, DC

Mr. ALBRIGHT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member
Cardin, and other Senators.
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I particularly thank you for inviting me to testify today. It is a
very technical agreement. It is very difficult to understand. And I
think it does require a considerable amount of attention.

It also is a very momentous agreement, if it comes to pass. And
I think as Senators think about how to evaluate a nuclear deal, I
would recommend that one model to follow is the procedure used
when the President submits a treaty to the Senate for ratification.

Now clearly, this is not a treaty and an Executive agreement, but
because of the significant impact on U.S. national security, this
agreement warrants special and extraordinary congressional scru-
tiny. And this scrutiny should not only lead to an up or down vote,
but it should also result in legislation that enshrines and elabo-
rates on its provisions and its implementation over time, makes
key interpretations of its provisions, and establishes robust admin-
istration reporting requirements.

More specifically, in evaluating a deal, Senators should use a set
of criteria. And in my testimony, I have listed 11. I will not cover
this now. I am sure other witnesses would add to that, but I would
like to emphasize several.

One is, I think it is clear that a breakout time has been a very
important criteria in driving the negotiations. I think it has turned
out to be extremely useful in establishing limitations on the Ira-
nian program and has been used very effectively in the negotia-
tions to, in a sense, corner the Iranians and get them to agree to
the kinds of reductions in their centrifuge program that have been
necessary.

The administration has chosen to have a 12-month breakout
time, and I think that on the basic deal of numbers of centrifuges
that would remain, the amount of 3.5 percent low-enriched ura-
nium, at my institute we agree with their assessment that a 12-
month breakout time has been satisfied.

There are concerns, however, that there is other low-enriched
uranium that will probably stay in Iran under the current negoti-
ating trajectory, namely the near 20 percent. We think that, if that
material stays, that can lower the breakout times below 12 months
and that the 20 percent material needs to leave Iran. I hope the
administration would work to do that in the time remaining.

There is also concern that Iran not be able to reconstitute its dis-
mantled centrifuges. There will be over 10,000 declared excess, and
under the Lausanne interim agreement, they would be dismantled
and stored. The question is how quickly could they be brought back
into play. I have no idea, but I think that is another area that
needs scrutiny.

Now, it has been brought up about the inspectors needing access,
and I cannot emphasize that enough. And under the additional pro-
tocol, access to military sites would be guaranteed. And Iran’s in-
transigence on this point is very disturbing, because it understands
how the TAEA does its business. It does not distinguish between ci-
vilian and military sites. It needs to go to the sites it needs to go
to. So I think if this issue is not resolved in a favorable light, then
I do not see how there can be a deal, without access to sites that
are suspicious anywhere and promptly.
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We use “anytime” as the term. In practice, it means promptly.
Again, I do not see how you can verify this agreement. And Iran’s
recent statements about this have to worry everybody.

As to Iran’s recent comments and ongoing comments about the
possible military dimensions of the PMD, the IAEA needs to know
what Iran knows. How much progress did it make on nuclear
weapons? Has it put that capability on the shelf to pull out? The
TIAEA learned in a very hard way that if they do not pay attention
to the past, they cannot know what is going on now, and particu-
larly they cannot determine that the program is peaceful.

They learned this the very hard way in Iraq in the early 1990s.
They could not verify South Africa’s denuclearization, and South
Africa was put under tremendous pressure to reveal its past work
on nuclear weapons, which it eventually did, and the IAEA was
able to wrap up its investigation and declare that South Africa had
given up all its nuclear weapons and was not hiding anything.

So I think that without knowing the past, the IAEA cannot verify
that Iran’s program is peaceful.

Again, the fact that Iran is becoming more and more intransigent
on this point, it has to make one pessimistic about this deal.

Another issue, and this will be the last one I cover, I see my time
is up, is a very hard one to deal with. And I think Congress has
a special role to play on this. This deal was set up, in essence, to
limit Iran’s program for a certain period of time. And I think I was
disappointed that 10 years was really the baseline, not 15 to 20,
as when you would have a very harsh limitation on the centrifuge
program.

With that being said, I think Congress needs to wrestle with this
because if you have harsh limitations for 10 years, and they are
good ones, unfortunately, the way this deal works, is that years 10
to 13, Iran is preparing for development and deployment. And after
year 13, it is full-scale deployment. And by year 15, they could be
having the capability that has breakout times far less than what
we have now, and they could have some of that capability in the
very deeply buried Fordow site.

So in a sense, we would be worse off than we are now, and I
think that this deal has to include in it some assurance to the
United States that, if Iran is going to build up its nuclear program
in the future, that it is guaranteed to be economically justified and
consistent with a civil nuclear need.

I think in the legislation that I mentioned, I think there needs
to be some conditions put in on how the United States interprets
this situation. I would argue it is unacceptable unless those kinds
of conditions are met. And in that sense, if Iran does build up, as
people fear, that would be seen as a violation of the intention of
this deal and would allow the United States to act at that time.

So thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Albright follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DAVID ALBRIGHT

The U.S. administration and its partners in the P5+1 are poised to conclude a
momentous agreement with Iran designed to limit its nuclear programs in exchange
for significant sanctions relief. Congress has a special responsibility to evaluate this
agreement and judge its adequacy to protect U.S. national security interests in the
short and long term. As part of this process, it should create legislation to codify
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the agreement, its implementation processes, critical interpretations of the agree-
ment, reporting requirements, clarifications about violations and consequences of
noncompliance, and steps needed to mitigate weaknesses in the agreement.

The legislative branch must determine if the agreement is adequate to achieve the
goal it originally set out to achieve—namely instituting international confidence in
the peaceful nature of Iran’s nuclear programs, not just for the duration of the
accord, but for the foreseeable future. Special attention should be given to an agree-
ment whose nuclear limits sunset after 10-15 years, potentially leaving the world
with an even more insecure and heightened situation in Iran in terms of a greatly
reduced Iranian breakout timeline, and more advanced centrifuges spinning and
capable of creating weapon-grade uranium (WGU) within shorter periods of time.

The United States and its allies cannot be certain about their ability to rely
mainly on intelligence after the extraordinary arrangements in an agreement end,
long after sanctions are removed, and Iran has more freedom to augment its nuclear
program. Iran’s regional neighbors would likely not wait to develop their own
threshold nuclear capability in the face of an Iran that only a decade or two from
now would be on the cusp of rapid breakout, capable of producing many nuclear
weapons and within a shorter time period than it is today. Thus, Congress needs
to proactively consider the implications of this deal for an “enrichment race” in the
Middle East that could lead several countries to nuclear weapons capabilities in the
next 10-15 years.

Congress should evaluate the technical limits and verification measures set out
in the deal to ensure they adequately constrain Iran’s nuclear activities and capa-
bilities and its ability to violate the agreement. In particular, the verification
arrangements should ensure the reaching of an understanding about past and pos-
sibly ongoing Iranian work on nuclear weapons and ensure prompt access to any
Iranian sites, whether military or civilian. Enforcement will require maintaining le-
verage against Iran if it cheats, yet reliance on a snapback of sanctions as the only
leverage in the case of an Iranian breakout appears deeply ineffective to pressure
Iran to reverse course. In addition, the deal needs to be carefully scrutinized in how
it guards against incremental and more ambiguous violations and set out proce-
dures to address this type of cheating.

As Senators think about how to evaluate a nuclear deal, one model is to follow
procedures used when the President submits a treaty to the Senate for ratification.
Although a Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA) is clearly an Executive
agreement by nature, it will have a significant impact on U.S. national security and
warrants and deserves extraordinary congressional scrutiny. This scrutiny should
not only lead to an up-or-down vote of the agreement, it should result in legislation
that enshrines and elaborates on its provisions and its implementation over time,
and makes key interpretations of its provisions. While the Iran Nuclear Agreement
Review Act of 2015 satisfies some of the following provisions, Congress should
ensure that any new legislation includes those provisions and additional measures
and supporting reporting requirements that go further, such as:

e A detailed description of the motivation, intent, and scope of the agreement,;

e Key technical and policy interpretations of major provisions;

e Assessments about the adequacy of the agreement’s verification regime;

o Clear statements of what constitutes violations, both material and incremental;

e National and international mechanisms to determine a violation and course of
remediation;

e Consequences in case of Iranian noncompliance, in particular those that go be-
yond or complement the snapback of sanctions; and

e Procedures for addressing Iranian unwillingness to comply with remediation or
cease the disputed activity.

While a full discussion of such legislation is beyond the scope of this testimony,
a few examples would help clarify such an approach. It is important to state that
the need for this agreement results from Iran’s pursuit of nuclear weapons and
secret nuclear capabilities and to provide details about these efforts. It would be
useful that legislation lay out Iran’s violations of its nonproliferation commitments
and describe its history of noncooperation with the International Atomic Energy
Agency (IAEA).

The legislation could contain key interpretations of the deal. The Obama adminis-
tration has already stated one interpretation, namely that uranium enrichment is
not a right of Iran under the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. Another it has
articulated is that any production of uranium enriched over 5 percent after the end
of the explicit prohibition on such production in the agreement (at year 15) would
be viewed as a significant threat to U.S. and international security. Likewise, an
interpretation by Congress could be that Iran’s expansion of its nuclear program
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after year 10 of the agreement must be clearly related to the practical need for
nuclear energy and consistent with a legitimate and economic, peaceful nuclear
requirement.

The legislation could include reporting requirements that require more detailed
reports than laid out in the Iran Nuclear Agreement Review Act. Examples include
requirements for the administration to produce annual unclassified compliance
reports, including review and determination of the ongoing adequacy of the agree-
ment’s verification regime. More frequently, the administration should report on the
adequacy of Iran’s cooperation with the IAEA. Congress should be informed quar-
terly about the size of Iran’s low enriched uranium (LEU) stocks, both less than 5
percent and less than 20 percent enriched, and whether the breakout timelines
remain as they should. The administration should also inform Congress in detail
about the status of Iran’s centrifuge research and development programs.

The legislation could also establish implementation steps. Some have suggested
that there should be a senior administration official responsible for implementation.
The TAEA’s verification efforts in Iran should be supported with additional funding
and other types of U.S. support. In addition, there should be actions to strengthen
U.S. export control and counterproliferation efforts against Iran’s illicit procure-
ments for its missile and military programs and its potential illicit nuclear or
nuclear-related procurements. As part of that effort, it is important to improve U.S.
programs for the timely detection of Iran’s illicit procurement attempts, utilizing
and developing new technologies, and to expand cooperation with allies to improve
timely detection of Iran’s illicit trade.

The remainder of my testimony seeks to address specific questions posed by the
chairman in his invitation letter. Because of the complexity of some of the questions,
a few of the responses are more technical than usually presented in congressional
testimony. Nonetheless, I hope the testimony is useful. If desired, I can provide
additional supporting information or elaborations.

(1) WHAT CRITERIA SHOULD SENATORS USE TO EVALUATE
A PROSPECTIVE NUCLEAR AGREEMENT WITH IRAN?

In particular, criteria weighing the adequacy of an agreement should include:

e The blockage of the four main pathways to the bomb: the Arak/plutonium pro-
duction pathway, Natanz/enrichment and Fordow/enrichment pathways, and
covert pathways.

e Achievement of a 12-month breakout timeline during the first 10 years of the
agreement and a 6-month breakout timeline remaining at year 13.

e The size of the near 20-percent LEU stock is consistent with a 12-month break-

out timeline. In particular, is the administration making assumptions to unrea-

sonably exclude portions of a remaining stock of near 20 percent LEU?

The methods, and their effectiveness or timeliness, in reducing Iran’s 3.5 per-

cent LEU stockpile from its current level of about 10,000 kg to the 300 kg cap

agreed in the April 2015 interim agreement. How will this cap be maintained
during the agreement?

e Adequate verification, including the adequacy of Additional Protocol Plus
arrangements.

e Inspector access to Iranian sites where suspicious activity may be occurring,
including military sites, anywhere and promptly, or “anytime,” and certainly
within 24 hours. In particular, if the agreement creates a P5+1 deliberative
body that has the authority to decide upon IAEA access in case of an Iranian
refusal, the length of the proceedings should not increase access time signifi-
cantly or create a process that Iran can exploit to buy time to hide or destroy
evidence at suspect sites.

e An Iranian commitment not to conduct illicit nuclear and nuclear-related trade.

e A procurement channel under a United Nations Security Council resolution that
controls a sufficient number and type of goods and includes adequate moni-
toring. As part of verifying Iran’s compliance with this condition, the TAEA
should ensure that Iran’s procurement of nuclear and nuclear-related goods is
within this channel and be mandated to investigate violations. The IAEA should
be able to have access to the actual end users of goods imported by Iran through
this channel and those who have illicitly procured outside this channel.

e The deal can survive stress tests, namely assessments of the durability and ade-
quacy of the agreement against a variety of scenarios that project the status
and behavior of the Iranian regime in the future, such as 10 and 15 years after
the agreement is signed. It is critical to evaluate the agreement’s projected
goals and endpoints against an Iranian regime that acts more responsibly than
today as well as less responsibly. The durability, strength, and value of any deal
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is truly measured against an Iranian regime that remains as it is today or wors-
ens in terms of impact on U.S. interests regionally and internationally.

e Understandings that at year 13 after implementation of the deal, and in par-
ticular at year 15, any Iranian nuclear expansion of uranium enrichment efforts
or building of heavy water reactors will be based on legitimate economic ration-
ales and clearly needed for civilian purposes. Any indications, based on Iranian
statements in the negotiations or learned by U.S. intelligence, that Iran intends
to enrich over 3.67 percent after year 15 of the agreement should be weighted
negatively.

e Evaluating the implications of the deal establishing a new norm that legitimizes
uranium enrichment despite the lack of need for the enriched uranium and a
history of noncompliance and noncooperation with the JAEA. Will the deal her-
ald an “enrichment race” that threatens U.S. interests regionally and more
broadly? Congress should evaluate this threat of the spread of dangerous
nuclear technologies and develop remediation steps to mitigate damages.

(2) WHAT CONCERNS DO YOU HAVE ABOUT THE INTERIM AGREEMENT
ANNOUNCED ON APRIL 2, 2015?

Overall, the interim agreement achieved many U.S. objectives; however, it also
raised several concerns. In an ISIS report published on April 11, 2015, we outlined
in fuller terms the agreement’s accomplishments, several weaknesses, and a number
of unresolved issues.!

The interim agreement succeeded in limiting the Arak heavy water reactor suffi-
ciently, reducing Iran’s centrifuge program in size, and increasing transparency and
monitoring of a long-term deal. Other important provisions contained in the Fact
Sheet of the interim deal include:

e No new enrichment facilities for 15 years;

e The removal and monitored storage of excess centrifuges and associated equip-
ment and not their disablement in place, as was discussed in the past as a pre-
ferred possibility by the U.S. negotiators;

e In particular, the removal and monitored storage of the roughly 1,000 IR-2m
centrifuges at the Natanz Fuel Enrichment Plant and the removal and storage
of the several hundred IR-2m and IR—4 centrifuges at the Natanz pilot plant;

e The removal from Iran?2 or blending down of most of Iran’s stock of about ten
tonnes of 3.5 percent LEU and a long-term cap of 300 kg of LEU hexafluoride
enriched no more than 3.67 percent (Iran can possess other chemical forms of
this LEU but these amounts must fall within the cap, after calculating their
hexafluoride equivalent);

e Excess centrifuges and associated equipment can be used only as replacements
for operating centrifuges and equipment, removing any need for further opera-
tion of IR-1 and IR-2m centrifuge manufacturing operations and procurements;

. Co(rlltainment and surveillance of centrifuge component manufacturing plants;
an

e A procurement channel for goods needed in authorized nuclear programs.

Concerns:

o There are numerous concerns about whether the deal adequately addresses lim-
its on Iranian enrichment which have implications for maintaining the 12-
month breakout timeline.

—The U.S. Fact Sheet about the interim agreement makes no mention of
Iran’s stock of near 20 percent LEU, in particular its fate. How much near
20 percent LEU will Iran retain? How will the excess be determined? Will
that excess be shipped out of Iran or diluted to natural uranium? Maintaining
a 12-month breakout timeline depends critically on the size of Iran’s remain-
ing stock of near 20 percent LEU and its accessibility in a breakout (see also
question 6). As of June 30, Iran will retain a dangerously large stock of near
20 percent LEU, namely about 230 kilograms (kg) of near 20 percent LEU.
This LEU will be in three principal categories, namely about 45 kg projected
to be in oxide powder form, approximately 135 kg in waste, in scrap, or in-
process and roughly 50 kg in fuel elements for the Teheran Research Reactor
(TRR).3 ISIS has recommended the stocks of oxide powder and in waste/scrap/
process be blended down to natural uranium or shipped out of Iran. The LEU
in fresh or unirradiated TRR fuel should also be made less usable in a break-
out. One method to do that is to irradiate all the TRR fuel, at least partially,
to increase the complication of extracting the LEU from the fuel. On the other
hand, the administration appears willing to allow Iran to keep the bulk of
this near 20 percent LEU, as long as it is mixed with aluminum, a step in
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the manufacturing process of TRR fuel. The JCPOA should be carefully scru-
tinized as to whether, or how, these recommendations are implemented and
in particular it should be assessed as to whether the breakout calculations
should include near 20 percent LEU recovered from LEU/aluminum mixtures.
We believe they should.

—The interim agreement does not provide the mechanisms to reduce Iran’s
3.5 percent LEU stockpile from its current level of about 10,000 kg to the 300
kg cap. Excessive stocks of 3.5 percent LEU also negatively impact the 12-
month breakout timeline. About 4,000 kilograms of this LEU are slated to be
converted into oxide powder, albeit far behind the schedule implied in the
Joint Plan of Action (JPOA). In fact, Iran has not met its commitments at
the end of the first period of the JPOA and its first extension to turn newly
produced 3.5 percent LEU into oxide form. It is doubtful it will do so at the
end of the current extension that ends on June 30, 2015. The administration
has publicly downplayed this condition in the JPOA, focusing on a weaker
condition that Iran feed the newly produced LEU into the uranium conversion
plant, a technically simple step to accomplish. The result is that this 4,000
kg of LEU will likely be in several chemical forms, most not amenable to
blending down to natural uranium without further chemical processing. Some
of the LEU could be in chemical forms that may not be amenable to either
blending down or shipping out of Iran. Congress should carefully scrutinize
the arrangements in a deal to achieve a cap of 300 kg of 3.5 percent LEU
hexafluoride equivalent.

e Of concern is the lack of a “soft landing” or slow return to shorter breakout
timelines after year 10 and up to year 15. Iran will also be able to deploy
advanced centrifuges after year 10. In fact, one senior negotiator described the
arrangement for centrifuges as a reversed program in years 1 to 10, preparation
for full development in years 10 through 13, and full development after year
13. A major concern is that Iran can return to short breakout timelines, likely
far shorter than the 2 months or so projected today.

—Lack of limits on Iran augmenting its enrichment capacity after year 10.
ISIS has recommended that breakout time should decrease no faster than 1
month per year, resulting in a breakout time of 7 months at year 15. During
this 5-year period, no IR-2m, IR-4, or more advanced model centrifuges
should be deployed.

—Lack of a “sunset clause” for the agreement authorizing the path forward
for Iran, or at year 13 the ability for the P5+1, collectively or individually,
using TAEA findings and other, nationally developed information, to deter-
mine if Iran’s nuclear program is consistent with a peaceful program, exclu-
sively for peaceful purposes, and expected to remain so. Such a positive deter-
mination would then free Iran to deploy large numbers of its centrifuges and
thereby lower breakout timelines.

—Lack of a condition that explicitly states that Iran would not enrich beyond
the 3.67 percent indefinitely, rather than the current provision to ban such
enrichment for just 15 years. Iran is unlikely to have a civilian justification
for producing enriched uranium above 3.67 percent after year 15. Iran enrich-
ing at near 20 percent would undoubtedly risk increasing international con-
cerns about its intentions and create precedents for other nations to follow.

e The weakness of provisions limiting centrifuge research and development (R&D)
during the first 10 years of the agreement.

—No bans exist on Iran’s research and development of the IR—6 and IR-8
centrifuges, the latter of which is up to 16 times more powerful than the
IR~1 centrifuge. Failing to achieve such bans, the interim agreement does not
appear to mitigate the risks of Iran being able to deploy these more powerful
centrifuges after year 13, other than some negotiators stating that they
believe that Iran will have trouble actually deploying them in the future.

e Lack of additional conditions on Iran’s allowed work at the Fordow site for the
indefinite future, because of its sensitive nature of being deeply buried and dif-
ficult to access or penetrate in the event of cheating or breakout.

—An existing loophole in the interim agreement allows Iran to operate
advanced centrifuges at Fordow after year 10, albeit not enriching uranium.
ISIS has recommended that a deal should prevent Iran from ever using
Fordow to enrich uranium or only allow it to enrich in IR-1 centrifuges.

—After year 15, Iran could deploy any of its centrifuges at Fordow to enrich
uranium, allowing it to reestablish Fordow as a uranium enrichment cen-
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trifuge plant with a capacity far in excess of its current capacity. Unless addi-
tional limits are included in the agreement, Fordow could reemerge as a
substantial uranium enrichment plant after year 15, housing advanced cen-
trifuges 10 to 16 times more capable than the IR-1 centrifuge. So, instead of
a plant with a current capacity of about 2,500 separative work units (swu)
each year, the plant would have a capacity of 25,000-40,000 swu per year.
Since bans to produce near 20 percent LEU also sunset at year 15, this heav-
ily fortified plant would be capable of producing enough weapon-grade ura-
nium for a nuclear weapon within a few weeks, or enough WGU for two weap-
ons in less than a month.

Unresolved issues:

e The interim deal was largely silent on verification conditions of key importance,
including (described in detail under question 4):

—Anywhere, anytime access to Iranian military sites;

—The need for a broad centrifuge-related declaration;

—A raw uranium import declaration;

—Key import and export declarations of sensitive or dual-use goods; and
—A plutonium related declaration.

Our concerns about the interim deal outlined above should not be construed as
opposition to the deal, particularly since the deal has yet to be finalized. Our judge-
ment about a deal has to await the final details. Our concerns, however, provide
another measuring stick upon which to evaluate a final agreement.

(3) WHAT REDLINES DO YOU BELIEVE SENATORS SHOULD HOLD IN EVALUATING A
PROSPECTIVE NUCLEAR AGREEMENT WITH IRAN?

The U.S. Government’s redlines have been difficult to identify. Iran has been far
clearer about its redlines. Nonetheless, if a redline is defined as a condition that
if unmet would immediately mean that the deal would be rejected, several key ones
that should be considered are:

e Estimated breakout time, or the time to produce one significant quantity of
fissile material for a nuclear weapon, is adequate to allow enough knowledge
and time for action or intervention to stop Iran. In the words of Under Sec-
retary of State Wendy Sherman: “We must be confident that any effort by
Tehran to breakout of its obligations will be so visible and time consuming that
the attempt would have no chance of success.”

e The rollback of Iran’s centrifuge program and Arak reactor modifications are
irreversible during the duration of the agreement, or at least not significantly
reversible within 12 months of Iran’s initiation of a reversal.

e A clear, timely pathway exists whereby the IAEA’s concerns are addressed
about the possible military dimensions of Iran’s nuclear program, both in the
past and those possibly ongoing today. Ambiguity over Iran’s nuclear weaponi-
zation accomplishments and residual capabilities risks rendering an agreement
unverifiable by the IAEA. This pathway cannot simply involve Iran checking
boxes and the IAEA or the United States accepting Iranian explanations. It
must be accompanied by full Iranian cooperation with an IAEA investigation,
including access to sites, people, and documents related to its past or possibly
ongoing efforts.

e Prompt TAEA access is guaranteed to all sites in Iran, whether military or not,
if suspicious activities are reported.

(4) ARE THERE REQUIREMENTS ON INSPECTIONS OR POSSIBLE MILITARY DIMENSIONS
(PMD) THAT YOU BELIEVE ARE ESSENTIAL TO A SUCCESSFUL AGREEMENT? DO YOU
BELIEVE THERE ARE OTHER REQUIRED ELEMENTS OF A SUCCESSFUL AGREEMENT?

A prerequisite for a comprehensive agreement is for the IAEA to know when Iran
sought nuclear weapons, how far it got, what types it sought to develop, and how
and where it did this work. Was this weapons capability just put on the shelf, wait-
ing to be quickly restarted? The IAEA needs a good baseline of Iran’s military nu-
clear activities, including the manufacturing of equipment for the program and any
weaponization related studies, equipment, and locations. The IAEA needs this infor-
mation to design a verification regime and determine if Iran’s nuclear program is
peaceful today.

One important aspect of this issue has been the IAEA gaining access to a site at
the Parchin military complex. This site is the alleged location of high-explosive test-
ing linked to nuclear weapons development prior to 2004. Since the TAEA asked to
visit this site in early 2012, Iran has reconstructed much of it, making IAEA
verification efforts all but impossible. Tehran has undertaken at this site what looks
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to most observers as a blatant effort to defeat IAEA verification. Because of such
extensive modifications, the IAEA, once allowed access, may not be able to resolve
all its concerns. Thus, access to Parchin alone is no longer sufficient to resolve the
issues underlying the IAEA’s original request to access this site. The IAEA will need
to visit related sites. One needs to now think of IAEA access to Parchin as including
a list of actions that would involve the need for access to additional sites and indi-
viduals. More broadly, Iran will need to allow access to a range of sites as part of
addressing the IAEA’s PMD concerns.

For a deal to be verifiable, Iran will also need to agree to IAEA requests to inter-
view key individuals, such as Mohsen Fakhrizadeh, a reputed leader of Iran’s
nuclear weapons efforts, and Sayyed Abbas Shahmoradi-Zavareh, former head of the
Physics Research Center, alleged to be the central location in the 1990s of Iran’s
militarized nuclear research. The IAEA interviewed Shahmoradi years ago about a
limited number of his suspicious procurement activities conducted through Sharif
University of Technology. The TAEA was not fully satisfied with his answers and
its dissatisfaction increased once he refused to discuss his activities for the Physics
Research Center. Since the initial interviews, the IAEA has obtained far more infor-
mation, some supplied by my institute, about Shahmoradi and the Physics Research
Center’s procurement efforts.# The need to interview both individuals, as well as
several others, remains.

There had been an expectation, or at least a hope, that Iran would address the
TAEA’s PMD concerns prior to the June 30 deadline. However Iran has become more
intransigent on this issue over the last several months, eliminating any such hope.
Because this issue is fundamental to resolving the nuclear issue, Iran’s intran-
sigence requires extra assurance early on in any deal that it will comply with its
safeguards obligations and meet the fundamental goal of a long term deal that
Iran’s nuclear program be strictly peaceful.

The administration has reportedly proposed to Iran that it allow access to a list
of many sites and persons that are relevant to the IAEA’s PMD concerns, prior to
the lifting of key financial and economic sanctions. As of late last week, Iran had
not accepted this list. But even if it does, it could mechanistically allow the IAEA
access to these sites and persons while showing no real cooperation. As discussed
above, the risk is too high that Iran would treat the exercise as simply checking
a box, leaving the IAEA no further along in its effort to address its PMD concerns.
If Iran can do this before the removal of sanctions, one can have little confidence
that it will address the IAEA’s concerns afterward.

If Iran successfully stonewalls the IAEA prior to the lifting of sanctions, the
TAEA’s credibility will be undermined. Further, Iran may be able to maintain all
of the knowledge and capabilities related to nuclear weapons that it has acquired
and developed for a future date when it may want to break out of its nonprolifera-
tion obligations. Leaving Iran’s past accomplishments in the shadows would solve
nothing if in the future it can muster nuclear weapons capabilities unknown to the
TAEA and the international community, to make nuclear weapons. As a result, Con-
gress should look for more from the deal, namely prior to the lifting of sanctions,
Iran should resolve in a significant and concrete manner the IAEA’s concerns about
its past and possibly ongoing work on nuclear weapons. Although Iran addressing
all of the IAEA’s PMD concerns would be ideal, that process will likely take years.
The following aims to identify a sufficient set of conditions that are straightforward
and realistic to achieve in the initial implementation period of an agreement. These
conditions, or equivalent ones, should be included in a set of requirements that Iran
must meet before key financial and economic sanctions are lifted:

e Iran accepting a robust list for visits to sites where nuclear weapons-related

activities are alleged to have taken place (such as Parchin but involving at least
a half a dozen sites); and access to key equipment, companies, and individuals
identified by the IAEA as associated with past military nuclear related activi-
ties. Congress should, on a classified basis, compare this list to earlier proposed
ones by the administration and its allies and require the administration to pro-
vide an explanation for which specific items were removed and why. (The list
should not in any way be considered a final list; the JAEA will need to reserve
the right to go to other sites, interview the same or different people, and obtain
other documents as it seeks to finalize its PMD investigation, some of which
will likely have to occur after the lifting of sanctions).

e The TAEA receiving full cooperation from Iran in its efforts to conduct a rig-
orous investigation of PMD issues.

e Prior to the lifting of key sanctions, the IAEA having time to assess the results
of these visits and access and make a preliminary determination over whether
it has made concrete progress. Such a positive IJAEA determination would be
necessary to lift sanctions.
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o If appropriate, the IAEA issuing a provisional determination, and Iran not dis-
agreeing, that it had a nuclear weapons program prior to 2004, parts of which
may have continued after 2004.

e The U.S. intelligence community issuing a detailed unclassified dossier describ-
ing to the best of its knowledge, albeit incomplete, Iran’s past nuclear weapons
program and more recent activities that are useful for the development of
nuclear weapons or that are associated with research in fields of nuclear weap-
ons development, such as those conducted by the Organization of Defensive
Innovation and Research (SPND), headed by Mohsen Fakhrizadeh.5

o After the lifting of sanctions and the implementation of the deal, a lack of Ira-
nian cooperation with the JAEA on the remaining PMD issues would be consid-
ered a material breach of the JCPOA. It should be noted again that the IAEA
investigation of the PMD issues could last well past the date when key sanc-
tions are lifted. This ongoing IAEA investigation will require access to addi-
tional sites, individuals, and documents.

Olli Heinonen, former chief of IAEA safeguards and now at Harvard University’s
Belfer Center, has pointed out that Iran checking off a list is “not sufficient to pro-
vide understanding on how far Iran got in various parts of its weapons related
R&D.”6¢ Such a list could be useful for the IAEA to establish “choke points,” he
added, which can be monitored to ascertain that a nuclear weapons program is not
restored. This would require ongoing, periodic access to these sites and individuals.

In addition, the TAEA investigation into PMD should be iterative, according to
Heinonen. That means that new persons, sites, and documents may arise during the
discussions. Access to those persons, sites, and documents should also be provided.
One also has to keep in mind that some activities could have been moved or will
be moved to other military sites. If any new suspicions arise, the IAEA will need
access to those sites as well.

Heinonen also notes that it is important to dismantle any single use (nuclear
weapon) capability in Iran, if they still exist. The agreement may go further, how-
ever, according to several negotiators, and ban certain nuclear weaponization-
related activities. Examples of such activities include uranium and plutonium met-
allurgy and certain types of neutron generator and high explosive work. Achieving
these bans and their verification conditions in the final deal is challenging but
important to achieve.

A difficult verification area is whether Iran has obtained nuclear weapons assist-
ance from other countries or cooperated with other countries on sensitive nuclear
matters. The Khan network is suspected of having provided Iran with nuclear weap-
ons designs. There are suspicions that Iran and North Korea are cooperating on
nuclear matters. As a result, a challenge is how to verify that Iran is not outsourc-
ing nuclear technology or cooperating with other countries on sensitive nuclear
issues.

Verification conditions of key importance, some of which were outlined above, that
g;\re1 I:lot addressed in the framework agreement or not addressed in much detail
include:

Anytime, Anywhere Access: The IAEA will need anywhere, prompt, or “anytime”
access to all relevant sites, facilities, material, equipment, people, and documents
in Iran.

Centrifuge Related Declarations: In addition to the broader declarations needed
to address the JAEA’s PMD concerns, the verification arrangements will also depend
on Iran declaring how many centrifuges, of all types, that it has made and its inven-
tory of raw materials and equipment for its centrifuge program. This baseline is
necessary if the agreement is to provide assurances about the absence of secret cen-
trifuge activities and facilities now and in the future.

With regard to establishing a baseline on the number of centrifuges made by Iran,
verification of centrifuge manufacturing is necessary, including the declaration and
verification of key raw materials and components. The declaration needs to include
the origin and amounts of key raw materials and the total number of major compo-
nents, including the number held in stock, the number manufactured or procured,
and their fate. A description of the locations used to produce these goods will also
be needed.

Without knowledge of past centrifuge manufacturing activities, centrifuge-related
equipment and raw material inventories, and centrifuge-related procurements,
verification cannot be adequate. Covert stocks of centrifuges and related equipment
and materials could exist and be kept outside the purview of the inspectors. Ensur-
ing a full declaration of the past should be a priority.

Raw Uranium Declarations: Another element is the rigorous verification of ura-
nium obtained from abroad and produced domestically, via any method in the past,
present, and future. The framework deal signed in early April provides for the con-
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tinuous surveillance of uranium mills over a 25 period. A final deal also needs to
ensure that Iran cooperates with the IAEA in making a full, verified accounting of
past uranium purchases and production.

Key Import/Export Declarations: Iran should also provide the IAEA with details
of past and future imports, exports, and uses of key items listed under INFCIRC
254 parts 1 and 2 and other critical goods that are used in Iran’s nuclear programs.
These declarations would go beyond the ones in the Additional Protocol and Iran’s
commitment to make these declarations should be in the comprehensive deal.

Plutonium Related Declarations: As part of broader declarations, the JCPOA
should also include a provision for verification of any past activities related to the
separation of plutonium. These declarations should include information on any
actual or attempted procurements related to acquiring capabilities to separate pluto-
nium from irradiated material.

(5) WHAT EFFECT DO YOU BELIEVE A PROSPECTIVE AGREEMENT WOULD HAVE ON THE
NUCLEAR NONPROLIFERATION TREATY (NPT)? ON REGIONAL PROLIFERATION?

The Iran deal may have the unintended consequence of stimulating a uranium
“enrichment race.” In expectation of an Iran deal, Saudi Arabia is already indicating
that it will match Iran’s nuclear capabilities. Prince Turki bin Faisal, the 70-year-
old former Saudi intelligence chief, has toured the world with the same message:
“Whatever the Iranians have, we will have, too,” he said at a conference in Seoul,
South Korea. Other Sunni states apart from Saudi Arabia may accelerate their
drive to develop their own domestic nuclear programs, even programs to enrich ura-
nium, as they too seek to counterbalance Iran. Iran’s other regional rivals such as
Egypt and Turkey may seek to initiate or expand domestic nuclear enrichment pro-
grams in order to preserve their regional influence.

The deal, rather than curbing the spread of dangerous nuclear capabilities, could
as one aftereffect create a new norm that legitimizes uranium enrichment programs
almost anywhere, even when unneeded for a civilian nuclear program and conducted
by a country posing a clear proliferation risk. Instead of a deal that sets conditions
that are so onerous that no one would want to follow that path, the conditions on
Iran may be seen as bearable to other states. Moreover, if they first act by placing
their programs under IAEA safeguards, they may avoid the burdensome sanctions
that Iran has faced, despite being in regions of tension such as the Middle East.

Congress and the administration must critically assess where the agreement will
leave Middle East regional security after year 10 of a deal and ascertain whether
the agreement would leave the region in greater turmoil or actually succeed in
reigning in future proliferation. A sound agreement that introduces unprecedented
transparency for the foreseeable future into Iran’s activities and intentions, while
limiting its ability to expand its program immediately after the agreement sunsets,
may be an agreement that Iran’s neighbors could live with and exercise restraint
over regarding their own nuclear development. However, the net result of this deal
may leave the Middle East facing a greater nuclear proliferation danger from the
spread of sensitive technologies stimulated by a new, dangerous norm legitimizing
enrichment almost anywhere. As part of evaluating an Iran deal, Congress should
evaluate this threat of the spread of dangerous nuclear technologies and develop
remediation steps to mitigate damages.

In terms of impact on the NPT, the agreement’s effects may be that nonnuclear
weapon states (NNWS) more generally will exercise less restraint on developing fuel
cycle capabilities that are of proliferation concern. They may view Iran’s legitimized
nuclear program as a new standard that can be reached by all NNWS. The Nuclear
Suppliers Group and strong U.S. diplomacy will be required to convince additional
states not to pursue the Iran path, which they may attempt through safeguarded
means instead of trying to build covert advanced fuel cycle facilities, but with simi-
lar results for creating insecurity internationally and within their regions.

(6) HOW DO YOU BELIEVE THE ADMINISTRATION IS CALCULATING BREAKOUT TIME? ARE
THEY TAKING INTO ACCOUNT ALL FORMS OF URANIUM THAT COULD BE USED TO
WORK TOWARD A WEAPON?

The administration’s method of calculating breakout is classified and not available
publicly. For many years we have also calculated breakout timelines in collaboration
with centrifuge experts at the University of Virginia. Our understanding from U.S.
officials is that the U.S. methods and ours are similar in approach. In some cases,
we agree with the U.S. breakout estimates, particularly when we start from the
same number and type of centrifuges and the same quantity and enrichment level
of LEU. However, in other cases we have disagreements over the amount of LEU
available for use by Iran in a breakout. In particular, we assess that Iran would
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have available more near 20 percent LEU in a breakout than does the U.S. Govern-
ment. As a result, in that case, our timelines are less than 12 months. We are also
concerned that prior to a breakout Iran would accumulate more 3.5 percent LEU
hexafluoride than allowed, namely 300 kg of LEU hexafluoride, enabling a faster
breakout. The short-term consequences for exceeding this cap appear minimal.

In addition, we have concerns over whether the agreement will sufficiently ensure
that Iran cannot reinstall excess, dismantled IR-1 and IR-2m centrifuges. In par-
ticular, we are worried that Iran will be able to reinstall about 1,000 IR-2m cen-
trifuges and some number of IR-1 centrifuges in several months, a timeframe we
assess as sufficient to allow these centrifuges to significantly reduce the breakout
timeline below 12 months.

After the limitations on centrifuge deployments start to end in year 10 of the
agreement, we believe that breakout timelines will begin to decrease steadily and
too rapidly. In addition, Iran has significant potential to master advanced cen-
trifuges by this time and thus reduce breakout timelines more rapidly than expected
after year 13 of the deal.

Several of these issues are still in play in the negotiations and hopefully will be
resolved to achieve and guarantee a 12-month breakout timeline during the first 10
years of the deal and create a soft landing for breakout timelines afterward. None-
theless, during Congress’ evaluation of an agreement, these issues should be closely
scrutinized and evaluated and, if necessary, mitigation strategies called for and
developed.

Similar Breakout Results as the Administration

Our similarity in result to the U.S. administration’s breakout estimates can be
seen when considering the centrifuge limits Iran has accepted in the interim deal
of April 2015. In the case of about 6,000 IR-1 centrifuges and a stock of 300 kilo-
grams of 3.5 percent LEU hexafluoride and no available near 20 percent LEU
hexafluoride, our breakout estimate would have a mean of about 12-14 months,
where the minimum breakout time would be 11-12 months.” We have used the
mean as the best indicator of breakout time and interpret the minimum time as a
worst case. Thus, our estimate of breakout would confirm the United States assess-
ment that these limitations satisfy a 12-month breakout criterion.

Iran’s Stock of Near 20 Percent LEU 8

However, breakout estimates depend critically on Iran’s usable stock of near 20
percent LEU. For example, Iran can significantly lower breakout times by inserting
into the cascades a relatively small amount of near 20 percent LEU. If it recovers
only about 50 kilograms of near 20 percent LEU hexafluoride (or 34 kg of LEU (ura-
nium mass), or about 15 percent of its current stock of near 20 percent LEU) within
the first 6 months of breaking out, and we assume the same conditions as above,
the mean breakout time becomes about 10-11 months, with a minimal time of about
9 months. As a result, minimizing or ensuring that the near 20 percent LEU stock
is unusable in a breakout is a necessity. The breakout times would be expected to
be even lower, since if Iran decided to break out, it may have access to more near
20 percent LEU and it could also be expected to have accumulated additional 3.5
percent LEU above the cap of 300 kg (see below).

The accumulation of 34 kg of near 20 percent LEU (uranium mass) represents
only a small fraction of Iran’s inventory of this LEU. Despite the fact that Iran no
longer has a stock of near 20 percent LEU in hexafluoride form (UF6), it continues
to retain a significant portion of this material in the form of oxide (U308) and in
scrap and waste. As discussed earlier, in total, Iran possesses about 228 kg of near
20 percent LEU (uranium mass). Extrapolating to the end of June 2015, which is
the end of the second extension under the JPA and the target date for a comprehen-
sive agreement, Iran is estimated to have about 43 kg remaining in near 20 percent
LEU oxide powder and about 130-134 kg in scrap, in waste, and in-process (all ura-
nium masses). Only about 50 to 54 kg of this LEU are expected to be in Tehran
Research Reactor (TRR) fuel, or only about 22-23 percent of the total near 20 per-
cent LEU. This extrapolation assumes that Iran will fulfill its commitments under
the second extension to use all 35 kg of LEU oxide to make fuel. If it does not,
then the estimate of oxide powder will be slightly greater and the amounts in fuel
slightly less that projected.

Much of this LEU material is in forms where the LEU could be recovered in a
straightforward manner. Iran has stated that it intends to recover near 20 percent
LEU from scrap. According to the May 2015 IAEA safeguards report on Iran, “In
a letter dated 28 December 2014, Iran informed the Agency [IAEA] of the oper-
ational schedule for FPFP [Fuel Plate Fabrication Plant at Esfahan] and indicated
its intention to establish process lines for the recovery of uranium from solid and
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liquid scrap. In its reply dated 19 January 2015, the Agency requested that Iran
provide further clarification. On May 19, 2015, the Agency observed that the process
lines had yet to commence operation and that Iran has continued its R&D activities
related to the recovery of uranium from solid scrap.” It is unknown how much near
20 percent LEU scrap Iran intends to recover. However, Iran moving to institute
a scrap recovery capability poses a challenge to the deal, since the recovered LEU
and the knowledge and experience gained by operating a scrap recovery operation
would potentially allow Iran to speed up breakout.

The Obama administration has been reluctant to discuss publicly the near 20 per-
cent LEU and the media has largely missed this controversy. The April U.S. Fact
Sheet does not discuss its fate at all. It does discuss a cap of 300 kg of LEU
hexafluoride in Iran but this cap refers to LEU enriched under 3.67 percent and not
the near 20 percent LEU.

U.S. officials have stated that the near 20 percent remaining in Iran would need
to be mixed with aluminum, a step in making the fuel, or be in TRR fuel elements.
Once so mixed, U.S. officials have stated that they remove this near 20 percent from
consideration in breakout calculations. However, 1s this condition justified? The U.S.
condition in fact may undermine its claim that the limits on Iran’s centrifuge pro-
gram achieve a 12-month breakout.

The near 20 percent LEU stock, unless largely eliminated or rendered unusable
in a breakout, could be an important reserve in reducing the time to produce the
first significant quantity of weapon-grade uranium and/or rapidly producing a sec-
ond significant quantity of weapon-grade uranium (WGU).

The U.S. assessment is apparently that recovery of the near 20 percent LEU from
aluminum, its subsequent conversion to uranium hexafluoride, and further enrich-
ment would take so long that this LEU could not contribute significantly to a break-
out in 12 months, or at least not to the first significant quantity of weapon-grade
uranium. However, recovery of the near 20 percent LEU can be straightforward and
the U.S. evaluation requires greater scrutiny. In Iraq’s crash program to a nuclear
weapon in 1990-1991, it put in place a capability to recover about 33 kilograms
(uranium mass) of safeguarded unirradiated and slightly irradiated highly enriched
uranium (HEU) from research reactor fuel. Based on Iraqi declarations and TAEA
Action Team evaluations, which we possess, Iraq covertly installed the necessary
equipment at the Tuwaitha nuclear site in 4 months. It would have needed about
a month to test the equipment with dummy fuel and another 5 months to recover
the HEU from the fuel. This effort was stopped at the point of testing dummy fuel
elements by the Gulf War bombing campaign which started in January 1991.
Because of its far greater experience with uranium conversion, Iran is likely able
to recover unirradiated near 20 percent LEU at a similar or faster rate from TRR
fuel elements than Iraq. If Iran were to break out, it would undoubtedly secretly
install and test the recovery equipment prior to breakout. Such activities would be
very difficult for the IAEA or intelligence agencies to detect. Thus, the Iraqi experi-
ence suggests that Iran could be recovering near 20 percent LEU from LEU/
aluminum mixtures, scrap, and fresh TRR fuel soon after starting its breakout and
recover tens of kilograms within several months. This recovered LEU could be con-
verted quickly into hexafluoride form in facilities also prepared in secret prior to
breakout.

Iran may already be gaining experience in separating LEU from aluminum. In
addition to making TRR fuel, Iran notified the IAEA on December 28, 2014, that
it would start manufacturing miniature fuel plates for the Molybdenum, Iodine and
Xenon Radioisotope Production (MIX) Facility, for the production of Molybdenum 99
in the TRR. As of May 13, 2015, the IAEA confirmed that one fuel plate containing
a mixture of U308 enriched up to 20 percent uranium 235 and aluminum were at
the MIX Facility after transfer from the Fuel Plate Fabrication Plant and was being
used for R&D activities for the production of specific isotopes, namely molybdenum
99, xenon 133, and iodine 132. According to the IAEA reports, since July 24, 2014,
Iran has used 0.084 kg of near 20 percent uranium oxide for the purpose of pro-
ducing molybdenum 99. As can be seen, the amounts of LEU used to make targets
so far are very small. However, the processing of such targets after irradiation in
the TRR can also provide experience in developing a capability to recover the LEU.
Although the targets are processed to recover key isotopes, the processing provides
experience in separating LEU from the aluminum.

In summary, the amount of Iran’s near 20 percent LEU, in any form, should be
reduced as much as possible to ensure that breakout periods remain at least 12
months, whether discussing overt or covert routes to a nuclear weapon. It is a mis-
take to leave large inventories of near 20 percent LEU in Iran in the form of scrap
or in-process. The deal should require Iran to remove or blend down to natural ura-
nium most of its near 20 percent LEU outside of TRR fuel. The obvious target is
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the expected 43 kg in oxide powder and the 130-134 kg in the form of scrap, waste,
and in-process. These amounts total to 173-177 kg and represent roughly three
quarters of Iran’s stock of near 20 percent LEU. However, this step should be sup-
plemented by irradiating any fresh TRR fuel. One method to do that is to irradiate
all the TRR fuel, at least partially, to increase the complication of extracting the
LEU from the fuel for use in a breakout.

Effect of 3.5 Percent LEU?

Another consideration is that Iran may accumulate additional up to 3.67 percent
LEU over the limit of 300 kilograms LEU hexafluoride (equivalent). After the deal
is implemented, Iran will produce 3.5 percent LEU each month. How will this mate-
rial be disposed of so that the limit is not exceeded? Based on past performance,
with about 5,000 IR-1 centrifuges enriching at Natanz, Iran will produce about 100
kg of 3.5 percent LEU hexafluoride each month. In order to avoid potential monthly
violations of the 300 kg provision, the P5+1 and Iran must agree on what to do with
the monthly product; e.g., whether to ship out or dilute to natural uranium the
newly produced LEU every month. The accumulation of a few hundred kilograms
of 3.5 percent LEU over the limit will lower the breakout times to near or just below
12 month, assuming no availability of near 20 percent LEU. Accumulations of more
than 500 kilograms of 3.5 percent LEU hexafluoride start to lower breakout times
more significantly, particularly with access to even relatively small amounts of near
20 percent LEU hexafluoride, namely 25-50 kg, or 17-34 kg LEU (uranium mass),
which is only about 7-15 percent of Iran’s stock of near 20 percent LEU.

The impact of large excess stocks of 3.5 percent LEU and the availability of resid-
ual stocks of near 20 percent LEU should also be considered. If Iran accumulates
stocks of 3.5 percent LEU hexafluoride above 1,000 kilograms and can access rel-
atively quickly only 50 kilograms of near 20 percent LEU hexafluoride, it could
reduce breakout times to less than 6 months.

Effect of Redeployed IR-2m Centrifuges

A major gain in the April 2015 interim agreement is that Iran must dismantle
its excess centrifuges and place them in monitored storage. For a time, negotiators
considered leaving the centrifuges in place and disconnecting their piping. The lat-
ter option had the disadvantage of allowing a relatively rapid reinstallation of cen-
trifuges, if Iran decided to breakout, with the result that it could lower breakout
times below 12 months. Fortunately, this option was dropped.

However, in the former, better option, reinstallation also needs to be evaluated.
Beyond the general provision, few details are available about this dismantlement
and storage arrangement. A question is whether Iran could redeploy a significant
number of these centrifuges within several months of deciding to breakout. Armed
with thousands more IR-1 centrifuges, or 1,000 of the more powerful IR-2m cen-
trifuges, Iran could lower breakout times well below 12 months. It is important for
Congress to obtain answers to the following questions: Where will the dismantled
IR-2m centrifuges be stored and under what conditions? How quickly does the
administration assess that these IR-2m centrifuges could be brought back into oper-
ation at the Fuel Enrichment Plant or elsewhere? What is the basis for such an esti-
mate? What would be the effect on the breakout timeline of the successful reestab-
lishment of the 1,000 IR-2m centrifuges at Natanz or elsewhere during the first 6
months of a breakout? Without answers to these questions, the information is not
sufficient to allow us to analyze the possibility of significantly lowering breakout
timelines via reinstallation of excess centrifuges, particularly IR-2m centrifuges. In
evaluating a final deal, this issue needs to be carefully scrutinized.

Breakout Estimates in Years 10-13 and afterward

There is little information in the Fact Sheet or elsewhere about the numbers and
types of centrifuges the agreement allows Iran to install in from years 10 through
13. Based on discussions with negotiators, these values will be controlled by limita-
tions on the numbers and types of centrifuges and on the separative work output.
According to one negotiator, the goal is to allow a buildup in Iran’s centrifuge capa-
bility that will reach an agreed breakout time of 6 months in year 13. The cen-
trifuge arrangements from years 10 through 13 are said to be complex, particularly
since Iran will undoubtedly want to deploy advanced centrifuges and will unlikely
want to deploy IR-1 centrifuges. A shift to deployment of advanced centrifuges com-
plicates the analysis because so little is known about their capabilities and perform-
ance. There is scant independent information about Iran’s advanced centrifuges,
such as the type of information about IR-1 centrifuges available from the IAEA. In
any case, information about these centrifuge arrangements in years 10 through 13
is unavailable at this time. Breakout evaluations must await this information,
although they may be far more uncertain than ones involving IR-1 centrifuges.



103

The Fact Sheet mentions very few restrictions past year 13 of any deal. An impor-
tant question is what will Iran’s breakout time be at year 14 and 15 and afterward?
There appears to be no limitations that would prevent Iran from reducing its break-

out

time significantly after year 13 of a deal. In fact, Iran could quickly develop

breakout timelines in years 14 and 15 that would be measured in less than a few
weeks.

(7) WHAT CHALLENGES DO YOU FORESEE IN VERIFYING IRANIAN COMPLIANCE WITH A

PROSPECTIVE AGREEMENT?

Verifying Iran’s compliance with an agreement could be straightforward, but his-
tory suggests that it will not. Several challenges that could be faced include:

Ensuring that sneak out to produce weapon-grade fissile material is detectable
quickly;

Iran’s historically poor track record on adherence to its safeguards agreement
and ongoing noncooperation with the IAEA could reoccur during the deal, com-
plicating verification and the determination of either compliance or violations;
Coping with incremental cheating on the provisions of the deal, in particular
getting Iran to backtrack or stop such cheating;

Guaranteeing that Iran’s stock of LEU goes down to 300 kg and stays there.
There are many potential problems. Equipment problems, whether real or
faked, could delay blend down operations. Iran could delay shipments overseas
because it cannot find buyers willing to pay Iran’s price or use the LEU to make
fuel;

Reducing Iran’s stock of unirradiated near 20 percent LEU. In addition to the
breakout concerns discussed earlier, if this LEU stock is not reduced signifi-
cantly in size, it may be difficult to prevent Iran from recovering near 20 per-
cent LEU from scrap for use in the Tehran Research Reactor. Iran may argue
that it does not have enough fuel to operate the reactor. Moreover, if stopped
from recovering this LEU from scrap, Iran may press to enrich new near 20 per-
cent LEU to fuel the TRR. To head off this potential development, the agree-
ment should commit and facilitate Iran buying near 20 percent fuel from
abroad;

Assuring a P5+1/Iran dispute resolution or violation resolution mechanism func-
tions quickly and adequately to address problems. The P5+1/Iran mechanism
may clash with the JAEA’s dispute resolution method, which typically involves
taking problems or noncompliance to the Board of Governors. Iran may seek to
exploit these differing dispute resolution methods to its advantage;

Ensuring prompt IAEA access to suspicious sites without undue delays, assum-
ing that the Iran will commit to IAEA access of all sites;

Iran seeking to weaken or reverse agreed upon transparency arrangements;
Ensuring that Iran is abiding by the rules of the procurement channel. More-
over, it may be difficult to persuade other states, such as China, to implement
and enforce these rules;

Detecting and thwarting any unauthorized imports for a covert Iranian nuclear
program or to accumulate goods for use in surging centrifuge production once
the deal’s provisions end or Iran decides to walk away from the deal;
Convincing other countries to enforce new or ongoing controls and sanctions
aimed at preventing Iran from making unauthorized imports of goods;
Unauthorized research and development, and experimentation at declared or
undeclared sites;

Iranian military constituencies, or even civilian ones, not treating the obliga-
tions in the deal as seriously as the Atomic Energy Organization of Iran. These
Iranian constituencies or entities may not view the consequences the same way,
and they may be more willing to violate aspects of the deal in pursuit of their
own aims. This problem may arise in particular with regard to the procurement
channel but it could also occur if a military entity seeks to undertake work use-
ful for the development of nuclear weapons;

Maintaining implementation and verification of a deal as a major U.S. priority;
and

Guarding against downplaying future violations of a long term deal for the sake
of generating or maintaining political support for the deal.

Notes
1 Albright et al., “P5+1/Iran Framework: Needs Strengthening,” ISIS Report, April 11, 2015.
2Jran may be reconsidering the option of sending LEU to Russia for fabrication into fuel for
subsequent return to Iran for use in the Bushehr nuclear power reactor.
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3David Albright and Serena Kelleher-Vergantini, “The U.S. Fact Sheet’s Missing Part: Iran’s
Near 20 Percent LEU, (Updated June 5, 2015 with new IAEA data),” ISIS Report, June 5, 2015.

4See for example, Albright, Paul Brannan, and Andrea Stricker, “The Physics Research Cen-
ter and Iran’s Parallel Military Nuclear Program,” ISIS Report, February 23, 2012.

5U.S. State Department, “Additional Sanctions Imposed by the Department of State Targeting
Iranian Proliferators.” Media Note, Office of the Spokesperson, Washington, DC, August 29,
2014. The State Department note states: “SPND was established in February 2011 by the UN-
sanctioned individual Mohsen Fakhrizadeh, who for many years has managed activities useful
in the development of a nuclear explosive device. Fakhrizadeh led such efforts in the late 1990s
or early 2000s, under the auspices of the AMAD Plan, the MODAFL subsidiary Section for Ad-
vanced Development Applications and Technologies (SADAT) and Malek Ashtar University of
Technology (MUT). In February 2011, Fakhrizadeh left MUT to establish SPND. Fakhrizadeh
was designated in UNSCR 1747 (2007) and by the United States in July 2008 for his involve-
ment in Iran’s proscribed WMD activities. SPND took over some of the activities related to
Iran’s undeclared nuclear program that had previously been carried out by Iran’s Physics Re-
search Center, the AMAD Plan, MUT, and SADAT.”

6 Personal communication with Olli Heinonen.

7More recent ISIS calculations that assume a more efficient average arrangement of the cas-
cades lower our previous estimates somewhat compared to earlier ones. This reflects a view that
Iran may keep under a deal its cascades that are the more efficient ones.

8For additional detail and sources see David Albright and Serena Kelleher-Vergantini, “The
U.S. Fact Sheet’s Missing Part: Iran’s Near 20 Percent LEU, (Updated June 5, 2015 with new
IAEA data),” ISIS Report, June 5, 2015.

9For additional detail and sources see: Albright and Kelleher Vergantini, “Iran’s Stock of Less
than Five Percent Low Enriched Uranium, June 2015 Update” ISIS Report, June 2, 2015.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.

Ray.

STATEMENT OF DR. RAY TAKEYH, SENIOR FELLOW FOR MID-
DLE EASTERN STUDIES, COUNCIL ON FOREIGN RELATIONS,
WASHINGTON, DC

Dr. TAKEYH. Thank you, Chairman Corker, for inviting me back
to the committee, and I come to you not just as a witness, but as
a constituent of Senator Cardin, a longtime constituent.

I would say that since the beginning of serious negotiations in
2013, Iran’s basic redlines have remained fairly consistent. Upon
inauguration of President Hassan Rouhani, Supreme Leader Ali
Khamenei laid out his parameters for an acceptable deal. Those pa-
rameters were that Iran has the right to enrich; that enrichment
right has to be acknowledged and, at some point, industrialized;
that research and development would continue in advanced tech-
nologies; and no facility will shutter.

In recent weeks, Ali Khamenei has added to these conditions by
claiming that inspectors will have no right to have access to mili-
tary facilities and scientists, and he has disputed the already short
duration of the agreement of 10 years.

The American position has undergone an impressive set of tran-
sitions. In December 2013, President Obama insisted, “In terms of
specifics, we know they do not need to have an underground for-
tified facility like Fordow in order to have a peaceful nuclear weap-
ons program. They, certainly, do not need to have a heavy water
reactor in Iraq in order to have a peaceful nuclear program. They
do not need to have some advanced centrifuges that they currently
possess in order to have a limited, peaceful nuclear program.”

A careful reading of the Joint Plan of Action and the Lausanne
framework reveals that none of these expectations have come to
fruition. The underground Fordow facility will remain open and
house 1,000 centrifuges. The Arak heavy water plant is to remain
open, but will presumably undergo modifications whereby it pro-
duces less fuel. A vast portion of Iran’s enrichment infrastructure
will not be dismantled. Iran’s expanding fleet of ballistic missiles,
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for which there is no function other than delivering a nuclear pay-
load, will remain unaddressed. The issue of Iran’s military experi-
mentation with nuclear technology is unlikely to be resolved. The
sanctions architecture will be attenuated, and snapping back is
problematic.

Thus far in the negotiating process, Iran has carefully advanced
its objectives and sustained its mandates. Conversely, the United
States has made a series of concessions that make the possibility
of a good deal difficult at this point to envision. The question is
what constitutes a good deal, and I will outline some brief param-
eters.

Number one, I think we should restore the original principles of
negotiations prior to 2014. The notion of national need should re-
place the 1-year breakout period.

Prior to 2014, the basic U.S. position and the 5+1 position was
that Iran’s national needs should constitute the scope of its atomic
infrastructure. In simplest terms, uranium is enriched to make fuel
rods that then power reactors.

Given the fact that Iran has no reliable capacity to make fuel
rods or construct reactors, it was decided that they should have a
modest enrichment program of a few hundred centrifuges. Such a
program would offer Iran a face-saving measure of suggesting it is
enriching uranium, but it would not necessarily be misused for
military purposes.

This sensible precaution was abandoned and replaced by the no-
tion of a 1-year breakout, which is not static. President Obama has
said in his NPR interview that by year 13, the breakout period will
be zero. A zero breakout period is undetected weapon capability.

Instead of a sunset clause, we should go back again to the pre-
2014 position, namely that Iran cannot become a member of the
NPT community in good standing unless it satisfies the inter-
national community that its program is strictly for peaceful pur-
poses. This means certification by the IAEA and a vote at the Secu-
rity Council, whereby the United States has the veto power. Thus,
we would determine when Iran advances and expands its program
and not some arbitrary time clock.

Possible military dimensions have already been discussed. It
should be resolved as a prelude to a final agreement. This issue
deals with important topics such as undeclared procurement activi-
ties and work on triggering devices. These issues are indispensable
for understanding the full scope of Iran’s military experimentation
with its nuclear program technologies.

Anytime, anywhere inspection must be implemented. The Islamic
Republic tends to view international law as a conspiracy and all
evidence marshaled against it by the IAEA as manufactured and
fraudulent. The regime’s distain for global norms and views itself
is unbound by legal strictures. The only possible means of ensuring
compliance with such a regime is to grant inspectors unfettered ac-
cess to all sites and scientists. Any agreement that falls short of
that inspection modality will not be able to deal with a country
with such a sordid history of concealment and deception.

Iran’s ballistic missiles, which are an important aspect of a nu-
clear weapons program, have to be part of an agreement. It was
the Obama administration itself that insisted on inclusion of bal-
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listic missiles. A U.N. Security Council Resolution 1929 that passed
in June 2010 is a redline that the administration has itself drawn,
and it should not be allowed to abandon yet another one of its own
prohibitions.

Finally, I will say the success of any agreement hinges on wheth-
er it can permanently and reliably arrest momentum toward pro-
liferation of dangerous technologies. At this point, there is no indi-
cation that the contemplated deal would achieve these objectives.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Takeyh follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF RAY TAKEYH

In the near future, the Obama administration is likely to transact a deficient
nuclear agreement with Iran. The parameters of the accord that have already been
publicized should give all cause for concern. The agreement is permissive in terms
of the technologies that it allows. The sunset clause ensures that after a passage
of time Iran can build an industrial-sized nuclear infrastructure. Its much-touted
inspection regime relies on the leaky confines of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty (NPT). During the process of negotiations, Iran has cleverly sustained its
essential redlines while the United States has systematically abandoned the sen-
sible prohibitions that have long guided its policy toward this important security
challenge.

EVOLVING POSITIONS

Iran’s nuclear position and its basic redlines have remained fairly consistent.
Upon the inauguration of President Hassan Rouhani and the advent of serious nego-
tiations between the United States and Iran, Supreme Leader Ali Khamenei out-
lined his parameters for an acceptable deal. Khamenei insisted that Iran’s right to
enrich had to be acknowledged and that its enrichment capacity had to be industri-
alized. “The issue of research and development should definitely receive attention,”
stressed the Supreme Leader. Nor was Khamenei prepared to close any facilities as
he insisted on “preserving organizations and sites that the enemy cannot destroy.”
In essence, Iran’s position was that it will enrich uranium at an industrial scale,
it will continued to develop cutting edge nuclear technologies, and that none of its
installations would shutter.

The American position has undergone a remarkable set of transitions. In Decem-
ber 2013, President Barack Obama insisted: “in terms of specifics, we know that
they don’t need to have an underground, fortified facility like Fordow in order to
have a peaceful nuclear program. They certainly don’t need a heavy-water reactor
in Arak in order to have a peaceful nuclear program. They don’t need some of the
advanced centrifuges that they currently possess in order to have a limited, peaceful
nuclear program.”

As late as March 2014, Secretary of State John Kerry similarly stressed, “At
Fordow, yes, if it’s a secret and it’s hidden and it’s under a mountain and all of that,
it raises questions about why would a peaceful program need that.” During his ten-
ure as the White House press secretary, Jay Carney, assured his audience that as
“part of a comprehensive solution, we will require that Iran dismantle a significant
portion of its nuclear infrastructure related to uranium enrichment.”

A careful reading of both the Joint Plan of Action and the Lausanne framework
reveal that none of these expectations have come to fruition. The underground
Fordow facility will remain open and house a thousand centrifuges. The Arak heavy-
water plant is to remain in place, but will presumably undergo modifications where-
by it produces less fuel. Moreover, a vast portion of Iran’s enrichment infrastructure
will not be dismantled. Iran’s expanding fleet of ballistic missiles for which there
is no purpose other than delivering a nuclear payload will remain unaddressed. The
issue of Iran’s military experimentation with nuclear technologies is unlikely to be
resolved. The sanctions architecture will attenuate and the notion of snapping back
sanctions is delusional. The agreement itself is term-limited and once it expires
there will be no restrictions on Iran’s nuclear program.

In essence, during the negotiating process, Khamenei has carefully advanced his
objectives and sustained his mandates. Conversely, the United States has made a
series of concessions that make the possibility of reaching a good deal difficult to
envision.
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PRINCIPLES THAT THE UNITED STATES RELINQUISHED

In the coming weeks, there will be much debate about Iran’s enrichment capacity,
the nature of the inspection regime and the possibility of restoring America’s coer-
cive leverage. The proponents of the deal will insist that all their concessions were
born out of pragmatism and that the final deal still imposes meaningful restraints
on Iran’s nuclear program. They will portray their critics as insisting on unrealiz-
able terms. This debate should not lose sight of the fact that the final agreement
contradicts principles that have underwritten long-standing U.S. policy.

National Needs

Since the disclosure of Iran’s illicit nuclear plants in 2002, the international com-
munity wrestled with the question of what type of civilian nuclear program Iran is
entitled to. At that time, the United States contrived the notion of national needs
as determining the scope of Iran’s atomic infrastructure. In the simplest terms, ura-
nium is enriched to make fuel rods that then power reactors. Given the fact that
Iran does not have a reliable capacity to make fuel rods or reactors, it was decided
it should have only a modest enrichment program comprised of few hundred cen-
trifuges. Such a program would offer Iran a face-saving claim that it is enriching
uranium while ensuring that its small program could not be misused for military
purposes.

It is precisely this important principle that the Obama administration abandoned
in 2014 for sake of a 1-year breakout timeline. Suddenly, Iran could sustain its vast
enrichment capacity so long as its breakout potential was delayed by 1 year. Even
this 1-year breakout period is not static and will be impacted by Iran’s installment
of advanced centrifuges in the latter stages of the impending deal. As President
Obama conceded recently, “What is a more relevant fear would be that in year 13,
14, 15, they have advanced centrifuges that enrich uranium fairly rapidly, and at
that point the breakout times would have shrunk almost down to zero.” It is impor-
tant to note that a zero-breakout period means that Iran’s surge to the bomb would
be undetectable.

Trust and Confidence of the International Community

The second principle that was abandoned during the process of negotiations is the
point at which Iran can rejoin the NPT community. As a signatory of the NPT Iran
does have certain rights and privileges. However, given its history of concealment
and fraud, there had to be a balance between its rights and its obligations. The posi-
tion of the United States was that once Iran convinced the international community
that its nuclear program was strictly for peaceful purposes, only then could it
expand its capacity. For that to happen, the International Atomic Energy Agency
(IAEA) had to certify that it is satisfied with Iran’s compliance record and the
United Nations Security Council had to vote to allow Iran to rejoin the NPT commu-
nity. This was indeed a high bar.

Once more, the Obama administration jettisoned this sensible precaution for the
sake of a sunset clause. Under the impending agreement, after the expiration of the
sunset clause Iran has the right to build up its nuclear program to whatever size
it wishes. In essence, Iran can become like Japan, a nation whose massive nuclear
program puts it inches away from a bomb. As a peaceful, democratic state, Japan
can be trusted with such a capability. As a dangerous, revisionist regime, the
Islamic Republic cannot be offered such forbearance.

Since the advent of nuclear arms in the late 1940s, the policy of the United
States—both Republican and Democratic administrations—has been to restrict the
expansion of sensitive nuclear technologies, such as reprocessing plutonium and
enriching uranium. The United States has worked aggressively to stop allies such
as South Korea and Taiwan from obtaining such capabilities. At times, Washington
had to strain its alliances in order to sustain its proliferation principles. One alli-
ance that was damaged as the result of nuclear ambitions was America’s ties to the
Shah of Iran.

It is the standard Islamic Republic talking point that the United States looked
the other way and indeed assisted the Shah as he sought to develop a nuclear weap-
ons capability. This nonsensical claim has been accepted as a truism by many U.S.
policymakers and analysts. The historical record belies such claims. Successive U.S.
administrations rejected the Shah’s quest for completion of the fuel cycle and
refused to given him access to sensitive nuclear technologies. The United States
insisted that Shah forgo the capacity to either enrich uranium or reprocess pluto-
nium. And these demands were made of a regime that was a reliable U.S. ally. The
Obama administration has conceded to an adversarial theocracy bend on upending
t}inle regional order what previous U.S. administrations refused to grant to a strategic
ally.
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WHAT KIND OF ISLAMIC REPUBLIC EMERGES AFTER THE AGREEMENT EXPIRE?

The credibility of any nuclear agreement between the United States and Iran
depends on the type of Islamic Republic that emerges after the sunset clause ex-
pires. Those favoring the accord hint that a more benign Iran is inevitable as temp-
tations of commerce and benefits of global integration will empower pragmatic elite
inclined to set aside the pursuit of the bomb. As with other hopes of Iranian mod-
eration, the latest plea is likely to evaporate in the paradoxes of clerical politics.
The most likely outcome of the deal is not just a more hawkish theocracy but one
in command of an industrial-size nuclear infrastructure.

Supreme Leader Khamenei’s natural affinities are with the reactionary elements
of his regime. As he contemplates his own succession, he will need to safeguard not
just his republic but also its revolutionary values. For Khamenei and his cohort, the
Islamic Republic is the custodian of a mandate from heaven and its task remains
to press on with its Islamist mission. This, after all, is a revolution without borders.
Khamenei is not interested in a prosperous state that has forfeited its ideological
claims and takes its place in a region at ease with American power. He appreciates
ghat. tlhe best way of ensuring the revolution is to entrust the state to his loyal

isciples.

In the aftermath of the fraudulent Presidential election of 2009, the Islamic
Republic teetered on collapse. The system was suddenly faced with not just popular
disaffection, but also elite fragmentation. In the meantime, Iran’s nuclear truculence
was resulting in debilitating sanctions and a severe economic crisis. As an astute
student of history, Khamenei has carefully assessed the collapse of Soviet satraps
in Eastern Europe and how prolonged financial stress undermined the foundations
of those republics. The fortification of the regime required an arms control agree-
ment, but one that preserved its nuclear apparatus while abrogating all essential
sanctions. Khamenei is insistent on his redlines, stressing the need for an “instant
annulment of sanctions.” And as far as intrusive monitoring is concerned, the
supreme leader is similarly dismissive, “One must absolutely not allow infiltration
of the security and defense realm of the state under the pretext of inspections.”

For now the moderates such as President Hassan Rouhani and his aides serve
Khamenei’s purpose. They are the attractive face of the Islamic Republic, seemingly
pragmatic and always reasonable. They are in power to transact an arms control
agreement and their utility will diminish, if not disappear, once the accord is
reached. The cagey supreme leader must have known that his hardliners were un-
suitable interlocutors for Western powers looking to come to terms with sensible
Iranians. The concessions granted to Rouhani by the West would be unthinkable to
reactionaries such as the former lead negotiator, Saeed Jalili. After an agreement
is reached, however, Khamenei will need the help of the hardliners to protect his
republic. Far from ushering the age of moderation, an agreement is likely to presage
a sharp right-wing shift in Iran’s domestic politics.

Once the sunset clause expires and Iran gets to the edges of nuclear arms, will
its hawkish rulers choose to restrain their atomic appetite? The lessons of North
Korea are indeed instructive. It is beyond doubt that the possession of nuclear arms
has contributed to the prolongation of the Kim dynasty. Every time a dear leader
dies, the entire international community hopes for a smooth transition to another
dear leader for sake of maintaining central control of North Korea’s nuclear arsenal.
The deliveries of fuel and food, which are the lifeblood of the hermitic republic, per-
sist in the hope of ensuring stability.

Iran can count on similar forbearance even if it just limited itself to becoming a
threshold nuclear state. The great powers are as likely to be concerned about its
longevity and the disposition of its nuclear network as they are about North Korea’s.
Any democratic opposition will likely be greeted with caution if not indifference. The
Islamic Republic will become too dangerous to fail.

PARAMETERS OF AN ACCEPTABLE AGREEMENT

As the negotiations unfold, it is important to insist on a number of points to
assure that the agreement will be an advantageous one for the United States and
the international community:

1. Restore the original principles that have long guided U.S. policy. This means
that the scope of Iran’s program has to be defined by national needs and that the
sunset clause has to be replaced with the notion of Iran satisfying the international
community that its program is strictly for peaceful purposes before it becomes a
member of the NPT in good standing.

2. The Possible Military Dimensions (PMD) of the program must be categorically
resolved as a prelude to a final agreement. This issue deals with important topics
such as undeclared procurement activities and work on triggering devices. These
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issues are indispensable for understanding the full scope of Iran’s military experi-
mentation with nuclear technologies.

3. “Anywhere, Anytime” inspections must be implemented. The Islamic Republic
tends to view international law as a conspiracy and all the evidence marshalled
against it by the JAEA as manufactured and fraudulent. It is a regime that disdains
global norms and views itself as unbound by legal strictures. The only plausible
means of ensuring compliance with such a regime is to grant inspectors unfettered
access to all sites and scientists. Any agreement that falls short of such inspection
modality will not be able to deal with a country with such a sordid history of con-
cealment and deception.

4. Iran’s ballistic missiles, which are an important aspect of its nuclear weapons
program, have to be part of the agreement. As mentioned, these missiles have no
function other than delivery of a nuclear payload. It was the Obama administration
itself that insisted on the inclusion of ballistic missiles in the U.N. Security Council
Resolution 1929 that it crafted in June 2010. It is the redline that the administra-
tion itself drew and it should not be allowed to abandon yet another one its own
prohibitions.

The success of any arms control agreement hinges on whether it can permanently
arrest the momentum toward proliferation of dangerous technologies. It may also
be hoped that such an accord will inject a measure of responsibility in impetuous
leaders and perhaps empower those prone to accede to international mandates.
There is no indication that the contemplated deal with Iran will achieve any of
these objectives. The impending agreement, whose duration is time-limited and sets
the stage for the industrialization of Iran’s enrichment capacity, places Tehran
inches away from the bomb. Paradoxically such a state may yet be governed by
hardline actors nursing their own hegemonic regional designs.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.
Jim.

STATEMENT OF DR. JIM WALSH, RESEARCH ASSOCIATE, SECU-
RITIES STUDIES PROGRAM, MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF
TECHNOLOGY, CAMBRIDGE, MA

Dr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Ranking Member, members of
the committee, it is an honor to be with you today and to be sitting
next to these accomplished gentlemen and friends to discuss a pos-
sible Iran agreement.

Absent congressional leadership, we would not be where we are
today in the negotiation. And absent congressional leadership in
the future, we will not be where we need to be.

Let me begin with the obvious. We do not have a final agree-
ment, so I cannot really judge that. And as negotiators often say,
nothing is agreed until everything is agreed. But I am prepared to
keep an open mind.

Now, there has been all sorts of speculation about potential prob-
lems, but I think we should wait until we actually have the agree-
ment to judge that. And I think it is worth remembering that at
every junction so far, American negotiators have beat expectations.

The Joint Plan of Action I think was stronger than people antici-
pated. It got our number one nonproliferation concern at the time,
which was 20 percent enriched uranium, plus expanded verification
that many did not expect.

The framework announced in April, people thought that was
going to be a vague piece of paper, one paragraph, two paragraphs.
It turned out to be much more detailed and have many more provi-
sions than people expected. And even critics and skeptics of the
process had to admit that that was a pretty impressive result.

My summary judgment is that inspections, PMDs, and breakout
are all issues that policymakers will want to consider carefully. I
judge that the risk posed by these challenges are real but manage-
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able and not in excess of what similar agreements have been suc-
cessfully able to navigate.

I also judge that an agreement is likely to bolster nonprolifera-
tion, the cause of nonproliferation, both in the region and globally.

I will briefly touch on a few of these points.

Let me begin with criteria for evaluating the future agreement.
First, a bit of context.

As contemporary scholars of nuclear studies have repeatedly
pointed out, the historical record of nonproliferation is a surprising
story of success. Dark predictions of nuclear spread did not come
true. We do not live in a world of dozens of nuclear weapons, as
had been predicted. In fact, the rate and pace of proliferation has
steadily declined since the 1960s, with fewer and fewer countries
joining the nuclear weapons club in each ensuing decade.

Of course, not all of the news is good—North Korea, A.Q. Khan.
But the unambiguous evidence to date suggests that it is possible
to prevent and reverse proliferation.

The data also suggests that negotiated agreements are a power-
ful tool for achieving nonproliferation objectives. In my written tes-
timony, I outline several criteria policymakers might use to evalu-
ate an agreement. Let me touch on a few.

Is an agreement sustainable? Using broad, simple measures, how
does an agreement compare with the status quo? For example,
under the JPOA, Secretary Amano indicated that inspections in
Iran would double. How does the agreement compare with other
successful and unsuccessful nuclear agreements? How does the
agreement compare with other alternatives for dealing with Iran’s
nuclear program?

And finally, assessment should avoid making the perfect the
enemy of the good. In public policy, there are always risks, risks
from action, risks from inaction. If perfect were the standard, we
would have no NPT, we would have no arms control agreements
with the Soviet Union, we would have no nuclear deal with Libya,
all of which have advanced American national security. As we have
seen, good enough can produce great results.

Now, as to the challenge of verification, it makes sense to step
back and put it in some historical context. Verification has grown
progressively stronger over time. This is true legally and institu-
tionally, and also with respect to the science and technologies avail-
able for verification. I think the current conditions are favorable for
a verification regime. I could go into that in some detail.

But remember, Iran is the most watched country in the world,
a fact unlikely to change anytime soon. Many, including Iranian
opposition groups, will be looking under every haystack for the first
signs of noncompliance on possible military dimensions. On pos-
sible military dimensions, let me be clear, no comprehensive agree-
ment with Iran is possible without resolving these concerns.

Let me go on to say that perfect knowledge is both unlikely and
unnecessary. I have personally studied the nuclear weapon efforts
of more than a dozen countries, and no one ever knows everything,
especially about a program that is years old.

The objective should be sufficient information about Iran’s past
activities such that an agreement can be effectively verified. The
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P5+1 does not need to know everything before it can do anything,
and the truth is we know a great deal about Iran’s program.

As regards proliferation impacts, an agreement that prevents
Iran from acquiring weapons will represent a significant win for
the nonproliferation regime. A successful agreement sends the mes-
sage that violating the NPT carries significant cost. But if a coun-
try abandons its nuclear ambitions, it can avoid those costs.

It also appears an agreement will break new ground with respect
to safeguards and verification. Now some analysts have expressed
concern that a residual enrichment capability will cause prolifera-
tion. I do not think that is true.

First, in 70 years of nuclear history, there is not a single case
of proliferation caused by safeguarded enrichment programs. If lim-
ited enrichment infrastructure was viewed as a great proliferation
tripping threat, then why have countries in the region done noth-
ing for 10 years? Iran has had centrifuges since 2003. And frankly,
the set of countries discussed—Saudi Arabia, Turkey, and Egypt,
particularly Egypt, which I have spent years, decades studying—
appear far from a weapons option.

In conclusion, I cannot render a final judgment until seeing the
provisions of an agreement. But if an agreement is concluded along
the lines of the framework described in April, this may well con-
stitute one of the strongest multilateral nonproliferation agree-
ments ever negotiated.

It is a great honor to be before this august body. If I can be of
service in the future, I stand ready to do so.

Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Walsh follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DR. JIM WALSH

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Ranking Member, and members of the committee, it is an honor
to be with you today to discuss a possible Iran nuclear agreement.! I sit here with
this distinguished panel, whose members I have known for many years, and whose
work I have admired. I want to personally thank you for your efforts to address the
Iranian nuclear issue. I can say with confidence that sustained congressional leader-
ship is a key reason why we have a negotiation in the first place, and why we may
yet have a long-term agreement on Iran’s program. Absent congressional leadership,
we would not be here today, and absent congressional leadership in the future we
will not be where we need to be.

I come to this topic as a scholar of nuclear weapons decisionmaking and someone
who has provided assessments to Republican and Democratic Presidents, as well as
to Republican and Democratic Members of Congress, as they have wrestled with
proliferation challenges. As regards Iran in particular, I have studied and written
about its nuclear program for more than 15 years. I have been to Iran many times
and have spent hundreds of hours in meetings with Iranian officials, including three
Iranian Presidents, discussing nuclear and regional issues. Much of my work has
been with a group of colleagues associated with the Iran Project, and over the years
we have produced a number of reports that have been signed by more than 40 of
America’s most senior, retired military, diplomatic, and national security officials,
including Gen. Anthony Zinni, Brent Scowcroft, Michael Hayden, and Tom Pick-
ering.2 Of course, my comments today are mine alone.

In my testimony, I want to directly address the set of questions you have put to
me. My answers are organized around four topics:

(1) The appropriate criteria for evaluating a future agreement;

(2) The minimum requirements that any agreement should meet;

(3) The challenge of verification, including inspections, Possible Military
Dimensions (PMDs) issues, and breakout time; and

(4) The impact of an agreement on nonproliferation in the region, and more
generally.
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My summary judgment is inspections, PMDs, and breakout are all issues that pol-
icymakers will want to carefully consider. For the reasons described below, I judge
that the risks posed by these challenges are real but manageable and not in excess
of what similar agreements with similar kinds of countries have been able to suc-
cessfully navigate. I also judge that an agreement is likely to bolster the cause of
nonproliferation, both in the region and globally.

I. CRITERIA FOR EVALUATING A FUTURE NUCLEAR AGREEMENT WITH IRAN

Selecting the appropriate criteria for assessing an agreement requires that one
step back and be clear about the intended objective and the context in which an
agreement will operate, both as it relates to Iran in particular and to nonprolifera-
tion more generally.

I.1. Objective

The simplest and most sensible objective is to prevent Iran from acquiring nuclear
weapons, whether by indigenous manufacture or via the transfer of material and
equipment from third parties. This includes both uranium- and plutonium-based
nuclear weapons.

1.2. Context

Assessment is more than simply listing the things that could go wrong or right
with an agreement. In theory, lots of things can happen, but in practice few of those
possibilities come true. Experience and data enable analysts to distinguish between
what is more likely and what is unlikely. This, in turn, makes it possible for policy-
makers to weigh costs, benefits, and tradeoffs.

In this case, the context is defined, in part, by Iran’s past and present nuclear
behavior. The most authoritative guides to Iran’s nuclear program are the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) reports and the Director of National
Intelligence’s (DNI) testimony and statements. According to the DNI, Iran had a
structured nuclear weapons program that began in the late 1990s and was halted
in 2003. In 2012, the DNI reported that: “Iran has the . . . capacity to eventually
produce nuclear weapons, making the central issue its political will to do so. . . .
We assess Iran is keeping open the option to develop nuclear weapons, . . . should
it choose to do so. We do not know, however, if Iran will eventually decide to build
nuclear weapons.” 3

He goes on to say that Iran’s nuclear choices will reflect a cost-benefit approach.

Each of these findings has important implications for a nuclear agreement with
Iran. The fact that the Islamic Republic once had an illicit nuclear program rein-
forces the possibility that it might again consider that option and underlines the
importance of verification.

The fact that Iran possesses a basic nuclear capability, and that political will, not
technical capacity, will determine the nuclear endgame suggests that any agreement
will need buy-in from Iran, if it is to be successful. Iran knows how to build a cen-
trifuge, and neither sanctions nor military strikes can change that. In the long-term,
the best way to insure than Iran does not acquire nuclear weapons is for Iran to
embrace its nonnuclear posture.

Perhaps most importantly, the DNI has assessed that Iran has not yet made a
decision to pursue nuclear weapons and may or may not make such a decision in
the future. This would imply that the moment is ripe for an agreement that would
lock Iran into a political decision and a policy path that takes it down a nonnuclear
road.

Selecting appropriate criteria for assessment should also be informed by the
broader nonproliferation context. Iran is not the first country to violate its NPT obli-
gations. It is not the first country to have an enrichment program. It will not be
the first country to enter into a nuclear agreement, if there is one. The United
States and the IAEA have decades of experience with preventing and reversing pro-
liferation. That experience can help policymakers make informed determinations of
risk.

As contemporary scholars of nuclear studies have repeatedly pointed out, the his-
torical record for nonproliferation is a surprising story of success.* Dark predictions
of nuclear spread did not come true; we do not live in a world of dozens of nuclear
weapons states. In fact, the rate or pace of proliferation has steadily declined since
the 1960s, with fewer and fewer countries joining the nuclear weapons club each
decade. The pool of potential proliferators is the smallest it has ever been, and since
the end of the cold war, more countries have given up their weapons assets than
joined the nuclear club. In short, nonproliferation is one of America’s greatest policy
successes. Congress can take a major share of credit for that outcome, from the
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efforts of Senator McMahon and later Senator Pastore and on through the work of
this committee today.

Of course, not all the news is good. North Korea and the A.Q Kahn network are
reminders that there is still difficult work to be done, and that success requires con-
tinued effort. The unambiguous evidence to date suggests, however, that it is pos-
sible to prevent and even reverse proliferation.®

The data also suggests that negotiated agreements are a powerful tool for achiev-
ing nonproliferation objectives.®¢ There is scholarly debate about the causes of Amer-
ica’s nonproliferation success, and one should assume that a variety of factors
contribute, but my own research suggests that, contrary to my expectations, non-
proliferation agreements can have a profound effect. From the Nuclear Nonprolifera-
tion Treaty to the Libya nuclear agreement, negotiated agreements are among the
most important tools governments have for preventing and reversing proliferation.

In summary, the selection of appropriate criteria for an agreement should be
informed by Iran’s past cheating, the fact that Iran already possesses a basic
nuclear capability, the opportunity presented by the absence of an Iranian decision
to pursue nuclear weapons, and the success of past nonproliferation efforts.

1.3. Evaluation Criteria

Given the objective, what we know about Iran in particular, and what we know
about the track record of nonproliferation agreements in general, it is possible to
outline several criteria that policymakers can use to evaluate a nuclear agreement
with Iran.

These criteria take the form of both questions and principles.

A. Does an agreement substantially advance the objective of preventing Iran
from acquiring a nuclear weapon?

This is the most important criterion, though others are also important. No agree-
ment can be perfect, and there is no such thing as zero risk, but agreements can
dramatically reduce the risks of proliferation.

B. Is the agreement sustainable?

It is not enough to simply get an agreement. If a good agreement immediately
falls apart, it is a bad agreement. Sustainability requires that all sides follow
through on their commitments. It means minimizing the reasons why an agreement
might fail (e.g., cheating) and maximizing the reasons an agreement will succeed
(e.g., all parties see timely benefits). Most of the discussion so far has focused on
minimizing the causes for failure, and indeed even more narrowly on breakout. But
there are many ways agreements can fail (failure to launch, disagreements over the
meaning of terms, etc.), and prudent policymakers should be attentive to all of
them.

What has been completely ignored is the other half of the equation: maximizing
causes for success. Coercion and threats alone will not be sufficient. If Iran or the
other parties feel that they are not getting anything out of the agreement, it will
collapse. There has to be buy-in. It is again worth noting the DNI’s assessment.
Whether Iran acquires a nuclear weapon or not depends, not on technical issues,
but on its political will to do so. It has not yet decided to go for the bomb, so this
agreement provides a chance to put Iran on a path, where it never makes that polit-
ical decision. For that to work, the agreement must produce benefits for Iran. It is
these benefits that will create new political incentives, new political winners and
losers within Iran, and a consolidation of its nonnuclear status.

C. Using simple, broad measures, how does an agreement compare to the sta-
tus quo?

One quick and dirty way to get a general picture of an agreement is to ask how
an agreement compares with the period before the agreement. The metric most com-
monly invoked in this regard has been breakout time, but there are other important
measures as well. A simple one is the number of IAEA inspectors/inspections/inspec-
tion hours deployed to Iran. Secretary Amano suggested after the JPOA that the
TAEA would have to double the number of inspectors in Iran. A comprehensive
agreement could require that IJAEA again increase the number of inspectors to sup-
port an enhanced level of verification. A third metric is the relative transparency
achieved by the verification measures. Does the agreement expand the number of
sites and activities subject to inspection, the amount of data being gathered for
verification, the kinds of data being collected for verification, and/or the degree to
which different kinds of information are combined for the purpose of verification?
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D. How does the agreement compare with other successful (and unsuccessful)
nuclear agreements?
Are its provisions stronger or weaker than previous agreements? What provisions
does an agreement have that are different from previous agreements? Are there ele-
ments of past agreements that are missing from this agreement?

E. How does an agreement compare to the other alternatives for dealing with
Iran’s nuclear program?

The basic alternatives include doing nothing, imposing new sanctions, use of mili-
tary force, and walking away from the negotiations with the hope that Iran will
return to the bargaining table to make new concessions. Analysts will debate the
merits of these alternatives, but the point is that no agreement can be evaluated
by itself, without reference to the costs and benefits of the other courses of action.

F. Avoid myopically focusing on any single number.

The history of nonproliferation and arms control agreements is littered with
domestic debates that devolved into fights over a single number. During the cold
war, it was often the number of launchers. For the Iran negotiations, it has typically
been the number of centrifuges or breakout time. This is not to suggest that launch-
ers, centrifuges, and breakout are unimportant, but they are each one piece of a
larger constellation of issues. Myopically focusing on one number rarely tells us any-
thing useful about an agreement. Doing so strips away other important metrics and
hides from discussion the important political factors that are more likely to deter-
mine the ultimate outcome. Again, as the DNI has said, Iran’s nuclear future is
essentially a political question, and so ignoring the political variables and instead
focusing on a narrow technical issue is likely to yield a flawed evaluation.

G. Adopt a “whole of agreement” approach.

A rigorous evaluation would not only avoid a myopic focus on a single number,
it would affirmatively seek to assess the agreement as an interconnected whole.
There are good technical reasons for an integrated approach. Virtually every aspect
of the agreement is related to other parts of the agreement. Looking at the number
of centrifuges is perfectly reasonable, but it does not tell you much unless you also
know the type of centrifuges that will be allowed, how the centrifuges will be oper-
ated, the final form of enriched material, and so on. Members of Congress should
resist the strong and natural temptation to cherry pick or focus on one aspect of
the agreement, and considering it apart from the rest of the agreement.

H. Assessment should avoid making perfect the enemy of the good.

There is no such thing as a perfect agreement, free of risk. In public policy there
are always risks—risks from action, risks from inaction. But as history has repeat-
edly demonstrated, an agreement that greatly advances nonproliferation and U.S.
national security does not have to be perfect. If perfect were the standard, we would
have no NPT, no arms control agreements with the Soviet Union, no nuclear deal
with Libya, no Proliferation Security Initiative, and the like—all of which have
advanced American national security.

The Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty, arguably the single most important and
effective nonproliferation tool ever devised, has numerous flaws. It has no enforce-
ment clause; it provided for nuclear testing (for peaceful purposes); it did nothing
to limit the fuel cycle or nuclear material. Safeguards arrangements in 1970 were
a pale, weak cousin to what we have today. Had the NPT been up for consideration
today rather than 45 years ago, it might have been rejected for its flaws. And doing
so would have been a gigantic error of enormous consequence. The NPT, like all
nonproliferation and arms control agreements, was not perfect and did not eliminate
all risk, but it was spectacularly successful. It helped prevent the cascade of pro-
liferation that virtually every government and academic analyst had predicted in
the years prior to its passage.

In today’s discussions on Iran, advocates of perfection are everywhere. Some crit-
ics want the nuclear agreement to include important but nevertheless unrelated
issues such as terrorism and human rights—a burden that no effective nonprolifera-
tion agreement has previously been required to meet.

Others will accept nothing less that the dismantlement of Iran’s nuclear program
and want to “prevent” Iran from having a nuclear weapons capability. Setting aside
the fact that the DNI assesses that Iran already has that capability, and the fact
dismantlement is a political impossibility, this approach would be disastrous. Elimi-
nating facilities would not eliminate Iran’s knowledge of how to build a centrifuge.
Absent facilities to inspect, the IAEA would have no justification for inspections and
monitoring. Dismantlement would mean that thousands of nuclear scientists and
engineers would suddenly be out of work and thus available to other countries with
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nuclear ambitions or for an Iranian clandestine program—one that would then be
more difficult to detect as inspections declined.

The dangers of insisting on the “perfect” extend beyond the issue of dismantle-
ment. On verification, PMDs, and other issues some analysts have advocated for
nothing less than perfect, zero risk outcomes. Doing so increases the danger that
there will be no agreement, and that Iran will be left unconstrained to pursue what-
ever nuclear ambitions it has or may have in the future.

I.4. Summary

Evaluating an agreement is not about listing all the things that could go wrong
(or right) with an agreement. All actions carry risk, including not acting at all. The
task for policymakers is to determine which risks are more likely, find ways to mini-
mize those risks, and weigh tradeoffs between risks and actions intended to mini-
mize them. As we have seen with the NPT and other nonproliferation agreements,
“good enough” can produce great outcomes.

II. MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS

Any final agreement will take the form of a highly complex, interconnected set
of technical and political obligations. As suggested above, requirements in one part
of the agreement will likely have implications for other parts of the agreement. And
since we do not yet have a final agreement, it is not yet possible to make complete
and specific judgments about what an agreement should contain. Still, one can offer
some examples as well as some general principles.

It seems to me that any agreement would have to include the following elements: 7

1. Adherence to what might be called Additional Protocol “Plus,” that is, Iran
would implement the requirements of the Additional Protocol but for some
period of time go beyond the Additional Protocol in terms of the level of trans-
parency provided,;

2. Adherence to the revised Code 3.1 of the Subsidiary Arrangements to its
safeguards agreement;

. Changing the design for the Arak reactor;

. No reprocessing;

. Limits on the level of enrichment,;

. Limits of the number of centrifuges;

. Limits on the types of centrifuges that operate;

. Limits on the size of the material stockpile;

. Limits on the composition of the material stockpile;

10. Iran must resolve all outstanding issues with the IAEA, and the agency
must certify that it is satisfied with the results of its inquiry;

11. Prompt but reciprocally proportioned sanctions relief;

12. A process for the timely investigation of alleged violations; and

13. Provision for the reintroduction of sanctions following a material breach
of the agreement by Iran.
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III. CHALLENGES TO VERIFICATION

II1.1. Verification in Context

Verification will be central to any agreement, and three challenges in particular
have received attention: inspections, PMDs, and breakout time.

Before considering each, it makes sense to step back and put verification in a
broader historical context.

ITII.1.A. The United States and the international community have decades of expe-
rience with nuclear verification. The prospect of an agreement with Iran is not the
first time policymakers have had to address questions about breakout and sneak
out. As with all policy instruments, there is no perfection, but past verification
instrumentalities—ones not nearly as robust as those available today—have proven
in practice to be highly effective tools for nonproliferation.

III.1.B. Verification has grown progressively stronger over time. This is true
legally and institutionally, as the mandate for international safeguards and inspec-
tions has expanded and become more intrusive over time. (It would be inconceivable
to someone at IAEA in 1970 that an inspector could go to military sites.) Progress
has also been made operationally. The science and technologies available for
verification today are far more powerful than were available in the past. The com-
bination of strong international data collection and advanced national technical
means represents a new era in verification.

III.1.C. According to U.S. Government assessments, Iran has no structured
nuclear weapons program, has not made the decision to build nuclear weapons,
operates no clandestine nuclear facilities, and will now open itself to the most intru-
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sive multilateral verification arrangement ever negotiated. Those are favorable con-
ditions for a verification regime.

II1.1.D. Verification will be enhanced by the fact that Iran is probably the most
watched country in the world—a fact unlikely to change any time soon. The U.S.,
Russia, France, Britain, Germany, Israel, Saudi Arabia (and the other Gulf States)
all have their eyes on Iran. Many, including Iranian opposition groups, will be look-
ing under every haystack and in every corner for the first signs of noncompliance.

II11.2. Inspection

Inspection is a critical piece of the verification architecture. It is not the only
piece,® but any IAEA inspection regime has to provide inspectors with a mandate
sufficient to accomplish their mission. That mission or objective is the timely notice
of possible noncompliance with the agreement.

Achieving the objective of timely notice does not require that IJAEA have instant
or all encompassing knowledge of everything that Iran does. Rather it requires the
ability to collect information on potential violations such that the United States and
the international community can take actions to end and reverse noncompliance,
before Iran is able to acquire a nuclear weapon. Meeting that requirement does not
require that inspectors take up residence at all of Iran’s nuclear facilities. Instead,
it requires, as Mark Fitzpatrick of Britain’s International Institute for Strategic
Studies has suggested, “access where needed, when needed.”?

One reason the Additional Protocol is a minimum requirement for any agreement
is that it already provides the legal authority for the agency to go to any facility
about which it has cause for concern. Of course, inspectors cannot simply run
around the country visiting any sensitive site they want for no reason. No country
would accept that and in any case, it would be counterproductive.

The Additional Protocol, with its concepts of complementary and managed
access—together with all the other types of information the agency collects, and
augmented by whatever new arrangements are agreed to—will provide the TAEA,
the U.S., and the international community with information and insight into Iran’s
nuclear program at a level never previously achieved.

II1.3. Possible Military Dimensions

Unresolved questions about Iran’s nuclear weapons program in the late 1990s and
early 2000s prevent the IAEA from closing Iran’s nuclear file. The core outstanding
issues involve Iran’s experiments with neutron transport and high explosives. No
comprehensive agreement with Iran is possible without Iran resolving these con-
cerns with the agency.

Since November 2013, the agency and Iran have made progress on part of the
PMD portfolio and many of the other items in the Framework for Cooperation, the
plan of action negotiated between IAEA and Iran. Of the 18 practical measures Iran
is obliged to carry out under the Framework, Iran has carried out 16, but the 2 that
remain concern PMD and are the most sensitive. The IAEA also invited Iran to pro-
pose additional practical measures to address all resulting questions.10

My guess is that these will be satisfactorily resolved but not before a comprehen-
sive agreement has been reached in principle. From a bargaining perspective, it
does not make sense for Iran to settle these awkward issues absent a comprehensive
agreement.

Recently there has been some debate about what is required for the PMD file to
be closed. Some have argued that the agency needs to know virtually everything
about the past program and talk to all of its personnel in order to establish a “base-
line” for verification.

Perfect knowledge is both unlikely and unnecessary. Even if one could interview
every Iranian nuclear official or scientist, it is improbable they would be forth-
coming. Some of the information that dates back more than a decade may simply
be out of date or irrelevant or irretrievable (e.g., having gone to the grave with a
particular official). I have personally studied the nuclear weapons efforts of more
than a dozen countries, and one never knows everything, especially about programs
that occurred years ago.

The objective should be sufficient information about Iran’s past nuclear activities,
such that an agreement can be effectively verified. More information is almost
always preferred, but it is important to distinguish what is necessary from what is
useful.

One should also weigh the relative value of any one piece of information with
information collected from other sources. Information collected by IAEA, the U.N.
Panel of Experts, the U.S. Treasury, national intelligence, and other sources provide
a detailed picture of Iran’s program, one that has enabled the sanctioning of individ-
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uals, government organizations, and private concerns involved in Iran’s nuclear
program.

The IAEA has considerable experience with these kinds of investigations. Iran is
not the first country to have its nuclear program investigated. South Korea, Egypt,
and Taiwan have been scrutinized for illicit or undeclared research activities.!! In
South Africa, Ukraine, Kazakhstan, and Belarus, the IAEA had to verify the exclu-
sively peaceful nature of nuclear programs in countries that had once possessed
nuclear weapons or inherited weapons assets. In Libya, the international commu-
nity did the same in circumstances where the country gave up its program volun-
tarily through negotiation and in Iraq with a country where the process was invol-
untary. Given the agency’s experience and expertise, it is in a strong position to
assess what information is required to close Iran’s file.

In summary, the P5+1 does not need to know everything before it can do any-
thing, and the truth is that we already know a great deal about Iran’s program.
The TAEA should be left to its job. If they are unable to close Iran’s file, because
Iran lacks the political will to take the necessary steps, then there will be no agree-
ment.

II1.4. Breakout Time

The issue of breakout time, the time required for a country to produce one bomb’s
worth of material, has been a central theme in discussions about a nuclear agree-
ment for some time. It is a traditional concern, being an issue requiring consider-
ation for most nonproliferation and arms control agreements, and it makes sense—
up to a point—to extend breakout time as far as reasonably possible.

Nevertheless, I do have concerns about the use of the concept in recent discus-
sions. As the members of the executive branch have readily admitted, the definition
of breakout time is flawed. It does not include the time needed to take a lump of
fissile material and fashion it into a useable, reliable nuclear weapon. The DNI and
others in the U.S. Government and in the Israeli atomic and military establish-
ments have suggested that this would require an additional year or more.!2

It also has to be said that no country in the history of the nuclear age has broken
out in order to build one bomb, a notion that does not actually make a lot of sense.
Two bombs worth of material would be a little more realistic, though a deeply con-
servative estimate, and that alone would double the breakout time calculations.

And while every policymaker who evaluates a nonproliferation or arms control
agreement should take seriously the possibility of successful breakout, it is worth
keeping in mind that it is quite rare, with North Korea being really the only exam-
ple. That does not mean that one should ignore the risk—far from it. But neither
should one exaggerate the risk. Nor should policymakers focus on breakout to the
exclusion of other risks to an agreement.

A final concern about the breakout discussion is that it appears to be a game of
moving the goalposts. When Prime Minister Netanyahu gave his famous speech at
the U.N. General Assembly in 2012, he argued that the redline should be: “Before
Iran gets to a point where it’s a few months away or a few weeks away from amass-
ing enough enriched uranium to make a nuclear weapon.” 13

Later, when discussing a prospective nuclear agreement, Secretary of State Kerry
referred to a 6-month breakout time, significantly beyond the Prime Minister’s “few
months or weeks.” Critics shifted their stance and insisted that nothing less than
a year would do. Then, when the framework for a comprehensive agreement was
announced in April, and it included 1-year of breakout time, opponents shifted yet
again, saying that a year was insufficient. One imagines that if a new comprehen-
sive agreement in announced in the coming weeks, and it promises a year and a
half of breakout time, opponents will say that only 2 years will do. And again, none
of these estimates include the additional year plus it would take to weaponize the
fissile material.

Again, the broader context suggests that the near- and medium-term risks are
low. Breakout is exceedingly rare. The DNI has said that even under the standards
of the JPOA, “Iran would not be able to divert safeguarded material and produce
enough WGU [weapons-grade uranium] for a weapon before such activity would be
discovered.” 14 And again, the DNI has assessed that Iran has not made the decision
to acquire nuclear weapons.

And it is worth underlining again that preventing breakout depends not only on
the deterrence that comes from verification and timely notice, but fundamentally
and for the long term, from Iran buying in—seeing that the benefits of nuclear
abstention are greater than the benefits of nuclear weapons, and locking in that
political commitment for decades to come.15
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1I1.5. Concerns Going Forward

Inspections, PMDs, and breakout are all verification issues that policymakers will
want to carefully consider. For the reasons described above, I judge that the risks
posed by these challenges are real but manageable, and not in excess of what simi-
lar agreements with similar kinds of countries have been able to successfully
navigate.

Nevertheless, I do have two concerns going forward.

First, verification could be more challenging in the out years of the agreement if
Iran decides to vastly expand its nuclear infrastructure. It is simply a fact of
nuclear life that the bigger the nuclear enterprise the more difficult it is to assure
that small amounts of material have not been diverted.

That does not mean, axiomatically, that verification will be insufficient or that
Iran will cheat, but it is something policymakers will want to be attentive to. For
example, it would be to everyone’s interest, particularly Iran’s, if Tehran takes its
resources and invests them in natural gas production rather than a large nuclear
infrastructure. Polices might be pursued that encourages that choice. A future
administration should also consider developing and negotiating a follow-on agree-
ment with Iran, one whose verification regime will be best suited to the size of
Iran’s program some 20 years out.

Second, the IAEA has to have the financial and technical support to carry out its
expanded mandate. More inspectors, more inspections, more analysts to follow pro-
curement or open sources, the deployment of new technologies—this all costs money.
The director of the IAEA estimated that the JPOA would require the agency to dou-
ble its number of inspectors. The agency’s 2014 costs to its extrabudgetary account
increased by a third (¥5) in 1 year just to cover the cost of new verification in Iran.
A dollar for an TAEA inspection is a dollar well spent, and the U.S. Congress, keeper
of the purse, should take a leadership role in providing IAEA with the resources
it needs to not only implement today’s safeguards but to develop and deploy
advances in safeguards technology and methodology.

IV. AN AGREEMENT’S IMPACT ON GLOBAL AND REGIONAL NONPROLIFERATION

A comprehensive agreement that prevents Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons
will represent a significant win for the nonproliferation regime and will have posi-
tive nonproliferation effects in the region. The alternative, an Iran with an uncon-
strained nuclear program, would have a contrary effect, adding unwanted pressure
on the nonproliferation regime.

A successful agreement sends the message that violating the NPT carries signifi-
cant costs, but that if a country abandons its nuclear ambitions, it can avoid those
costs. Often analysts focus on the first message (imposing costs) and forget the sec-
ond, which is a mistake. The history of the nuclear age includes dozens of countries
that started down the path to nuclear weapons but that stopped and reversed
course. If countries, having decided to purse nuclear weapons, believe that there is
no off-ramp or alternative, then they will conclude that they have no choice but to
continue down that path toward nuclear weapons.

In addition, it appears that this agreement will break new ground with respect
to safeguards and verification. As new precedents, they offer the possibility of more
widespread adoption and becoming a standard feature of the nonproliferation
regime.

A nuclear agreement might also add modest momentum to international efforts
to establish a Weapons of Mass Destruction Free Zone in the Middle East.

Some analysts have expressed the concern that a nuclear agreement that leaves
Iran with any centrifuges will spur countries in the region to develop their own
enrichment capabilities and following that, nuclear weapons.

This outcome appears unlikely for several reasons.

First, in 70 years of nuclear history, there is not a single case of proliferation
caused by a safeguarded enrichment program. There have been 10 nuclear weapons
states. Some weapons programs began in response to another country’s nuclear
weapons program, others not until nuclear tests, but none to a safeguarded enrich-
ment program. Governments tend to be reactive by nature—not proactive—and
nuclear weapons are not a small undertaking. Nonnuclear weapons states that have
safeguarded enrichment programs, like Japan and Brazil, have not caused neigh-
boring countries to acquire nuclear weapons.

Second, if a limited enrichment infrastructure was viewed as a grave, prolifera-
tion-tripping threat, then why have the countries in the region failed to do anything
for the last 10 years. Iran has had centrifuges since 2003, but Saudi Arabia and
others have done virtually nothing. It is difficult to believe that after curtailing its
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centrifuge program and submitting to new and rigorous verification, the govern-
ments in the region would then decide to respond.

Third, the set of countries cited as potential proliferation threats—Saudi Arabia,
Turkey, and Egypt—appear far from a nuclear weapons option.'® There are many
reasons for this conclusion, not least being that since the Iran-Iraq war, many coun-
tries have come to believe that a strong military alliance with the United States is
their preferred route to security. A bomb program would put that directly at risk.

V. CONCLUDING THOUGHTS

A nuclear agreement with Iran, should it be concluded, could represent a pivotal
moment for American nonproliferation policy, if not for the nuclear age. There are
risks, as there are risks with inaction and with other policy alternatives. I cannot
render a final judgment until seeing the provisions of the final agreement, but if
an agreement is concluded along the lines of the framework described in April, this
may well constitute one of the strongest multilateral nonproliferation agreements
ever negotiated.

Even is that is true, however, it will mark the beginning, not the end. The real
task ahead is locking Iran into a nonnuclear future such that it never again makes
the decision to pursue nuclear weapons. That task will require the energetic efforts
of both the executive branch and the U.S. Congress, and not least the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee.

It has been a great honor to appear before this august body. If I can be of service
in the future, I stand ready to do so.

Thank you.
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The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. Thank you all three for your testi-
mony.

We have had six briefings. In many of those, I have deferred ask-
ing questions until other members have had the opportunity to do
so. I am just going to ask one and then move on, so everyone else
has an opportunity to weigh in.

But, succinctly, could each of you, especially because Secretary
Kerry has mentioned that we do not want to upset Iran’s national
pride by causing them to have to deal with PMD because we al-
ready know everything, which we all know we do not, but could you
all express succinctly to each of the members here why the PMD
issue on the front end is so important to all of us who want to
make sure that we have a strong agreement?

Mr. ALBRIGHT. I think one of the most important parts of dealing
with this, at least in a concrete manner, I mean you cannot do ev-
erything that the IAEA wants to prior to lifting of sanctions, be-
cause a PMD investigation could go on for years, but you need to
do enough so that the IAEA maintains its credibility. I mean, there
is a real risk that if this is not settled satisfactorily that the main
verification entity will have suffered a serious blow to its credi-
bility, and that will call into question the verifiability.

What I am saying now is what I hear from negotiators. I have
heard it from three different teams or negotiators from three dif-
ferent countries that this is taken very seriously.

But I will say Secretary of State Kerry’s statement last week
muddied this issue. The administration, I know, has tried to go
around and say their position has not changed on PMD. They want
concrete progress.

But listening to what he said, it has raised questions of whether
the United States is going to stick to its commitment to ensure con-
crete progress and make sure that Iran demonstrates cooperation
with the TAEA and the TAEA can report that there is progress
made before the lifting of key economic or financial sanctions.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Ray.

Dr. TAKEYH. I think I largely agree with David. The first and
TAEA-EU work plan regarding the previous military activity was
negotiated in 2006 with Ali Larijani and has remained unfulfilled
since. There are 12 areas which IAEA would like to have answers
on, and none of those have been completed in the intervening dec-
ade.

So this is the issue that has been long deliberated and long found
unsatisfactory.

Also, there are some issues such as weaponization design, which
is basically four guys in a room. I do not think we can determine
that activity has stopped without having access to designs and
other such information. So some of these weaponization activities
may, in fact, be ongoing, because they are extremely difficult to de-
tect and impossible to justify moving forward without actually hav-
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ing access to some of those depositories and scientists and so forth
that are indispensable.

Second of all, Iran is in violation of the safeguard agreement
today. It is not letting inspectors into Parchin. It has done much
to cleanse it, to the dissatisfaction of Director General Amano.

So as it is negotiating a future verification plan, it is in violation
of its current verification plan.

The CHAIRMAN. Jim, do you want to add to that?

Dr. WALSH. First, Mr. Chairman, I am obliged to say that I will
be visiting the Volunteer State next week with my new bride, and
we will be going to the great town of Mascot right outside of Knox-
ville. They are all watching online, I think, as we carry on, so
please do not embarrass me. That is my fundamental question
here, since I just got married.

The CHAIRMAN. Very good. Just like when you bring children
here with you, we try not to embarrass you.

Dr. WALSH. I appreciate that. I will keep that in mind.

Let me say that I agree with David, that there has to be some
standard here. You are not going to be able to find everything.
Even the Iranians probably cannot find out everything that hap-
pened 15 years ago. That is the nature of these things. But you
have to find that which is relevant to going forward.

Let me be clear about my view. Unless IAEA is satisfied, I will
not be satisfied. I have confidence in the agency. They have a lot
of experience with this problem, as I say in my testimony, having
done it with several different countries, weapons shenanigans.

And I would respectfully disagree with my friend Ray. There has
been progress here. The progress has been slow, but it started in
2013, sort of coinciding with the Joint Plan of Action. There is still
a long way to go, but I think the focus has to be, what is it that
we need to know about the program that is relevant to the future?
Not everything. I think TAEA is more than capable of being able
to assess that.

The CHAIRMAN. I am going to reserve the rest of my time for
interjections.

We will turn to our ranking member.

Senator CARDIN. Well, let me thank all three of our witnesses.

I, certainly, as I indicated in my opening statement, plan to keep
an open mind until we get the agreement and all of the attach-
ments to that agreement. And there is good reason for that, not
just so that we see what is there, but also because there have been
conflicting accounts of the interpretation of the framework by Iran
and the P5-plus-1. There have been different negotiating positions.

For example, we have been told over and over again, there will
not be sanction relief until there is compliance with the agreement.
Iran has said that their position is immediate sanction relief. We
will find out, if there is an agreement, what relief there is. Rather
than speculate, let us see what the agreement says.

There has been a difference on the military dimension, the PMD.
We have been assured that we understand the covert risk factors
and that will be cut off. Therefore, the military access will be abso-
lutely critical. That is what the P5-plus-1 have been saying. Iran
says no to that. Once again, the agreement will tell us what, in
fact, it does.
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So I do not think we can reach judgment until we see the agree-
ment.

But as I said at yesterday’s hearing, we want to drill down on
the vulnerable parts or the most challenging parts of the frame-
work, so that we are prepared to be able to evaluate that.

So my question to you is a similar question I asked the panel
yesterday. We know the framework. You saw it. It has been out
there. It has been written. You have seen some of the interpreta-
tions given. What gives you the greatest concern in the framework,
as to the United States being able to achieve its objective of pre-
venting Iran from becoming a nuclear weapon state if, in fact, an
agreement is entered into under that framework? What is your
greatest concern?

I would like you to limit it to one, if you could.

Mr. ALBRIGHT. Well, it is hard.

Senator CARDIN. We all have to set priorities in life.

Mr. ALBRIGHT. I think making sure the breakout is consistently
obtained I think is very important. There are a lot of moving
pieces, and it has been a very hard negotiation, and I think some
things have slipped.

I think verification, I think the administration is highly com-
mitted to intrusive verification, but I think achieving that is very
difficult. And I do not think the Lausanne deal dealt with it at all.
It just was not resolved in any meaningful way.

When they talk about watching the uranium supply chain, from
a verification point of view, that is interesting and important but
hardly critical. And so many of the basic verification issues were
not resolved.

Senator CARDIN. Thank you.

Dr. TAKEYH. I would say that one of the unusual aspects of this
agreement is that it has a sunset clause of 10 years when all of
the restrictions evaporate. At that time, Iran can embark on having
an industrial-sized nuclear program similar to that of Japan’s.

And when it gets to that level of industrialization, then I think
there is no inspection modality that can ensure that its nuclear re-
sources will not be misused for military purposes.

As far as I know, this is the only agreement that is sunsetted,
the only final agreement that is sunset. Salt I had a 15-year sunset
clause, but the idea was that it would be replaced by SALT II. This
is the only agreement that I can think of that actually stabilizes
the file and then envisions a vast increase in the capacity of the
country at some later point.

There is not a single Iranian official from whatever political
tendency that suggests it will not embark on an industrial-sized
nuclear program upon expiration of the sunset clause, and they
even dispute the duration of the sunset clause.

Senator CARDIN. Thank you.

Dr. WALSH. I would say, quickly, resources for enforcement and
sustainability. I do not disagree with my colleagues. I disagree with
some of the things, but in large measure, I do not disagree. But I
would point to these other things.

TAEA has had to double the number of inspectors in Iran, had
its budget increased by a third just to deal with Iran. If the com-
prehensive agreement comes to pass, it is probably going to double
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that again. Who is going to pay for it? It is great to announce
things, but someone has to come up with the dollars to make this
a real deal.

And then sustainability, and that is for both sides. If either side
feels like this deal is not working for them, as a sovereign state,
they are going to pull out. So the United States has to get satisfac-
tion and Iran has to get prompt sanctions relief, certainly not all
sanctions relief, but it has to get something that gives sustenance
and sustainability to this process or it will fall apart.

Senator CARDIN. Thank you.

Mr. Chairman, my own views have changed on this over this
past month. I think I probably started this month solely focused on
the framework on inspections and verification as being the most
challenging part. Maybe it is because a Marylander responded to
me, but I am starting to believe the time issues could be the most
challenging moving forward, because technology is going to change
over the next 10 to 15 years. And, yes, Iran does have certain obli-
gations of nonproliferation that have no time limits at all on it, and
inspection issues would have no limits as to the inspection regimes.
But I do think there is a challenge, and I know that our chairman
has been asking for further clarification on Iran’s civil and nuclear
g}?me plan, which is a document that we must have in reviewing
this.

But the inspection verification regime is challenging under the
framework. There is no question about it. Technology can help us
deal with some of that. Intelligence can also help us deal with some
of this. But I think as we look at permanently preventing Iran from
becoming a nuclear weapons state, we need to have an under-
standing as to how the different time period transitions take place
and the other protections that are in place against Iran and wheth-
er that is going to be adequate enough to prevent Iran from becom-
ing a nuclear weapons state.

Those are some of the issues I am going to be looking at, assum-
ing we get an agreement. But I think these hearings have been ex-
tremely helpful.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Senator FLAKE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for convening all of
these hearings. It has been very helpful.

And I, too, have an open mind on this. I supported the negotia-
tions. I think they are important to go through.

I believe that the only reason Iran is at the table is because the
sanctions have bitten pretty hard, and those sanctions have bitten
pretty hard because they are multilateral and our coalition part-
ners have been with us. Certainly, the P5+1 group is important to
keep together.

In the context of whether or not we judge this is a good deal in
the end, it is not just is this a good deal overall. It is, what is the
alternative? I would love to have some discussion there.

If we turn this deal down, if our partners stay with us, and we
maintain the current sanctions regime or even toughen it, would
that prohibit Iran from moving ahead, if they are really determined
to do so? It seems, over the past 10 years, they have moved from
a situation where in 2003 they had very little capability to now a
2-month breakout period.
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Mr. Albright, do you want to discuss that a bit? If this does not
go through, even if we maintain the current sanctions, what is the
likelihood of Iran pushing through?

Mr. ALBRIGHT. I think you, certainly, want a deal. I think that
is the best outcome.

I agree with Jim that negotiated deals can really make a dif-
ference.

Senator FLAKE. I am sorry, they are we? You say that we want
deal? They want a deal?

Mr. ALBRIGHT. Let me just say I. I think a deal is good. I had
an organization so I use “we” too frequently, so forgive me for that.

I believe it is not as dire as some have predicted, if there is no
deal. I think the United States has to consider walking away, if its
redlines or its basic goals are not met.

I think what would happen is more pressure would be brought
to bear on Iran. I think Iran would respond by increasing its pro-
gram. And I think the United States would have to try to work to
try to win at escalation.

But I do not see that war is inevitable. I do not see this as a
stark choice between a deal and war. I think that is kind of a
Washingtonian game that is played in order to try to intimidate
people.

I think some of the members of your committees have been called
warmongers. I think that is part of that same game.

I think realistically what would happen is that the United States
would move to increase pressure with its allies, and China and
Russia would have to be kind of brought along. It will be tough,
but I think the idea would be to increase pressure and see if you
could get back to negotiations on a better basis.

Senator FLAKE. Mr. Takeyh.

Dr. TAKEYH. As everyone has noticed, Ali Khamenei gave a
speech, I believe it was 2 days ago. Some aspects of the speech
have been highlighted. Some have not.

In his speech, he said something very interesting that everyone
should listen to. He says, and I quote, it is a rough translation, “I
may have said this before,” which is not true actually, “that in the
movement of nuclear enrichment, the important and hard part is
moving from 3 percent to 4 percent to 20 percent. It is very easy
to move from 20 percent to 90 percent. When a person reaches 20
percent, the next stages are very easy.”

Ninety percent is weapons grade uranium. It is the first time
that I have heard him, and I have read every one of his speeches.
I am not trying to show off because they are in English. They
translate them. This is the first time that he has looked at his en-
richment program within the context of weaponization and weap-
ons grade uranium.

Now, something to improve the agreement as it goes forward, be-
cause as we mentioned here, we do not have an agreement, on the
sunset clause, one of the things that we should do potentially is go
back and suggest that after 10 years, the 5+1 and Iran get to vote
on whether to extend those restrictions for another 10 years.

There is a precedent for that. It is called the NPT. After 25
years, all the members of the NPT voted to extend its restrictions.



125

So there should be measure and mechanism for extension of the
timeline.

If you look at this agreement, the restrictions that it has on the
plutonium are actually quite sound because they are permanent in
nature. It tends to be more permanent and intrusive on the pluto-
nium route than it is on the enrichment. Enrichment has always
been the most important Iranian path forward.

Finally, I agree with what David and Jim have said. There is no
tolerable outcome to this than a negotiated settlement, which is
why we should be very careful about the type of settlement we ne-
gotiate.

Senator FLAKE. Mr. Walsh.

Dr. WALSH. Senator Flake, I think a lot of different things could
happen, and the question is, which are more likely?

Now some of the evidence for what to expect we have in history.
In 2005, those negotiations broke down, and Iran went from 164
centrifuges to 19,000 centrifuges. And it went from 3 percent en-
richment to 20 percent enrichment.

So a lot of it depends on how the thing breaks down. If it breaks
down and Iran is blamed, that is one scenario. If it breaks down
because people perceive the United States has been the obstacle,
that is another scenario.

But I am guessing that if the thing breaks down, Congress is
going to move to impose sanctions, which is totally understandable,
and I would support that. But the enemy gets a vote. So when it
breaks down and you impose sanctions, they are going to respond,
which has been the game back and forth, each side shoveling and
digging deeper. I, certainly, hope that we avoid that.

I do not think war is inevitable, but I think the use of military
force, the probability of that does increase, right? I mean, we have
people calling for bombing today, in the middle of a negotiation.
Certainly, those voices will grow louder if Iran pulls out and we go
back to trying to beat each other with sticks.

So I do not think it is a guarantee, but I think we should be
aware that it is among the possibilities.

Senator FLAKE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Kaine.

Senator KAINE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you to both of you for doing these hearings. I think they
have been very, very valuable. Obviously, when we embraced in the
committee and in Congress the Corker-Menendez-Cardin review
process, the important thing is to not prejudge. We actually have
a path where we can procedurally dig in and then judge a deal, so
we need not prejudge based upon hearing one statement or the re-
porting of one particular item.

But because the timeline we will be on will be an aggressive one,
these hearings will help us get our own mental centrifuges turning,
so that we will be able to address the issues with the depth that
they need. I appreciate the fact that we have had these hearings.

I have been asking witnesses this question during the hearings,
and I would be curious as to your views: Has the period under the
JPOA since November 2013 been better than the status quo ante?

Mr. ALBRIGHT. I think it has been better. It froze many things.
It did not freeze everything. There has been growth in the pro-
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gram, the stock of low enriched uranium 3.5 percent has gone up.
Centrifuge R&D has advanced. There have been some problems
and questions of compliance by Iran. But overall, I think it has
been a positive development and provided time to negotiate a long-
term deal.

Dr. TAKEYH. I will just say one thing. JPOA has two particular
components, the restrictions that David talked about and the salu-
tary nature of those restrictions. But those restrictions were pur-
chased by two concessions that the United States made. Number
one, acknowledging Iran’s right to enrich and accepting that that
enrichment capacity will at some point be industrialized.

Since the advent of atomic weapons, it has been the United
States policy across 70 years that we are against proliferation of
sensitive nuclear technology. Sensitive nuclear technologies are
identified as reprocessing plutonium and enriching uranium. As a
pathway to restricting proliferation of technologies in the 1960s
after China detonated, we established the multilateral framework
called the NPT.

After India detonated in 1974, we established the nuclear sup-
plier group, an attempt to restrict other countries having indige-
nous fuel cycles. When the Shah of Iran tried to have an indige-
nous fuel cycle by enriching uranium, the Ford, Carter, and Nixon
administration before that prohibited him from doing so. That is
why he went to the French.

So it has been a steady American policy that we are against——

Senator KAINE. No, I understood all that before you answered
the question. I want to make sure I understand your answer.

I think your answer is that between November 2013 and now, ex-
isting under the JPOA has had some positive effects but you are
predicting that down the road there could be an industrialization
of this program at some point in the future, because of a concession
that was made as part of the JPOA?

Dr. TAKEYH. I am not predicting it. Every Iranian official is say-
ing it.

Senator KAINE. But we have not seen it today. You are saying
that this is something you think will happen at some indetermi-
nate time in the future.

My question was, from November 2013 to today, have what we
seen under the JPOA been better than the status quo ante? And
I think your answer is to today, yes, but down the road, there may
be some

Dr. TAKEYH. Well, I think my answer is, on the specific operation
of the entire program, there have been some restrictions and re-
straints built in which have been useful. In terms of the purchase
price of those restrictions, namely acknowledgment of enrichment
capacity and acknowledgment of industrialization——

Senator KAINE. Those could lead, down the road, to some signifi-
cant——

Dr. TAKEYH. Those are titanic concessions in the history of the
United States.

Senator KAINE. Dr. Walsh.

Dr. WALSH. I do not think this is a hard question.

Senator KAINE. I do not either. I do not think Prime Minister
Netanyahu thinks it is a hard question.
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Dr. WALSH. Remember, it was the Prime Minister who said this
was the worst deal in history and invokes Chamberlain and the sky
was going to fall, and now it is Israel that wants to see the JPOA
extended.

I think we got our number one nonproliferation issue, 20 percent.
Did they get their number one sanction relief issue? No, they did
not.

Senator KAINE. Well, let me just say, I met with the Prime Min-
ister in his office in February 2014, and he said the negotiation
was a historic mistake. And when we met with him again in Janu-
ary 2015, not only the Prime Minister but others, they grudgingly
acknowledged that, well, maybe JPOA was not such a bad idea.
Now, they had huge concerns about future developments of the
kind that Dr. Takeyh mentioned, and I think we have concerns
about as well.

The reason I ask that question is to set up my next question. I
am following up on some things that Senator Flake asked about.
I also do not believe that the options are a deal that we think is
a great deal or war. I think that is a false choice. There is just
some Washington rhetoric in that, and people are trying to nego-
tiate using that. I do not think those are the options.

One option is if there is not a deal, I do think the risk of military
action increases. I do think that is the case. But one option is both
sides go back to their corners. We increase the pressure of sanc-
tions, and Iran makes their own decision. The enemy gets a veto.
They can do what they want.

But another option that I have heard discussed, and the Israelis
put it on the table when I spoke with them in January, is con-
tinuing to live under the JPOA for some period of time. For exam-
ple, if there are terms that either they will not accept or we will
not accept, for example, if we cannot inspect military facilities, we
would say, well, no, that is not an acceptable deal.

Is that a realistic option? We might think it is an acceptable one.
But I do not know, from the Iranian standpoint, is that a realistic
option that until we find a deal, we could continue to live under
the terms of the JPOA with the provision of modest release of
escrowed funds in exchange for Iran continuing to operate under
the restraints that have been generally viewed as salutatory, at
least at the present?

Mr. ALBRIGHT. I think it is workable. I mean, it is not desirable,
but from the United States point of view, what I have always heard
is there is worry about the covert side, that the Joint Plan of Ac-
tion really does nothing on the whole question of undeclared activi-
ties. So you have to worry about that.

Senator KAINE. So that would be a weakness.

Mr. ALBRIGHT. And genuine worry about whether U.S. intel-
ligence can catch something. They have been pretty good with Iran,
but they do not know everything by any means.

Can I add one thing on the previous question? I think one of the
important things Congress can do is to clearly state that Iran does
not have a right to enrich. I think the administration agrees with
that. I have heard Wendy Sherman testify to that, I think in front
of this committee, that there is no right to enrich under the NPT,
and we should not give that up.
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We should also recognize that this new norm that has been es-
tablished of countries violating agreements, being able to enrich
even when they do not need it. And that is one of the things that
the Lausanne deal shows. Iran has zero need for enrichment, yet
it gets to enrich in a region of tension after violating all kinds of
agreements.

So I think it is a very dangerous norm, and I know negotiators
are aware of that. But I think that there is a need to think through
that and what it could mean in terms of others deciding to do the
same thing, and the United States being in a weakened position to
stop it.

Dr. WALSH. May I briefly respond?

Senator KAINE. Mr. Chairman, is that okay?

The CHAIRMAN. Sure.

Dr. WALSH. I would say it is a theoretical possibility that would
be a lot better than some of the other alternatives. I wonder if it
is a political possibility. I wonder if Congress would be willing to
go along with that.

I wonder if Rouhani would be willing to go along with that be-
cause each day he grows weaker as critics say, look, he gave in, he
sold the store. At some point, he may feel compelled to withdraw
rather than continue to take that sort of heat, because he will be
caught in a no person’s land.

On right to enrich, the JPOA does not say that Iran has a right
to enrich.

And as far as Iran’s future plans, they have said that they plan
to expand. I do not take a lot of Iranian statements at face value.
They said that they are going to build 12 nuclear power plants 10
years ago. They have not done it. Lots of countries in the region
make grand plans. I think we have to plan for that as a possibility,
but I do not think it is a guarantee that that is what is going to
happen.

I think actually causing them to pause may take some air out of
the balloon.

Dr. TAREYH. If T could say one thing, JPOA acknowledges the
practice of enrichment, if it does not acknowledge the principles. If
that makes you feel better, then that makes you feel better.

So the United States does not acknowledge it has a right to en-
rich. That is not what we do. But in JPOA, we respected Iran’s con-
tinued enrichment activities irrespective of violations of Security
Council resolutions.

Number one, whether they industrialize or not, that is what they
say they are going to do. Everybody, if you show me one single Ira-
nian official that says we are not going to industrialize, I would
like to see who that is.

b Now, you can say they are all lying. And if that makes you feel
etter

Senator KAINE. You are making a strawman argument. I did not
say that. I asked you a simple question, and you were asking my
question and another one. That is great, but it just was not the
question I was asking.

1And I am not maintaining that they are not going to industri-
alize.

The CHAIRMAN. If I could, I will briefly interject.
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There is this document, and the political agreement that came
out on April 2 referred to it. It is the Iranian nuclear development
program.

I think once we read it, my sense is, and I could be wrong, I
think it will acknowledge, in fact, what Ray is saying. And that is
that they are going to industrialize, and it lays out the pathway to-
ward doing that.

So I believe that to be correct today.

Senator KAINE. But I was not challenging that. I was asking——

The CHAIRMAN. But I will say that I did feel like it was glossed
over to a degree.

I think it is acknowledged that after year 10, they are geometri-
cally going to be adding centrifuges. I think that is what led to the
President’s comment on NPR that, in year 13, there would be zero
breakout.

Jim, you are the optimist.

Dr. WALSH. I am just skeptical. I studied the Middle East a long
time, and I have had a lot of countries come out and say they
planned to build nuclear infrastructures and nothing ever happens.

The CHAIRMAN. No, they have built infrastructure.

Dr. WALSH. And the Iranians have done more than their com-
patriots. But they have also said that they were going to do a lot
of things they did not do in this nuclear arena.

So, yes, a prudent policymaker should plan for that, that that
might happen. But I would not say it is a guarantee. Ten years,
15 years is a lifetime in a nuclear weapons program where a lot
of things can happen.

The CHAIRMAN. Ten years is not a lifetime in a country with a
5,000-year history. I would say they have gone through a whole lot
of pain if they are not planning to do that. It is not a rational proc-
ess. So you would think that they are probably going to industri-
alize, especially I think when we read this document, which lays
out what their program will be.

I would just say one more thing. I am not understanding the
right to enrich piece, stating it versus the practical: We are saying
they have the right to enrich. We are, by virtue of the actions of
the JPOA, and, certainly, what this agreement is going to say:
They are going to be enriching uranium, are they not?

Mr. ALBRIGHT. Yes, I am the one who has argued for it. I think
I understand the difference. But I think it is important for the
United States to not concede on this, because if there is going to
be industrial development in Iran, it has no practical need. There
is no practical need for them to enrich uranium.

I think we need to strengthen our hand to oppose it and to say
upfront that any movement in that direction is a violation of the
intention of what is intended for this deal. It is not going to be in
the deal. I wish it would be in the deal.

But I think we need to strengthen our hand in order to fight that
development, which I do not think will be needed at all and could
pose the basis for Iran getting nuclear weapons.

Let me just add one thing. I think it is even worse. I mean, this
was a very big disappointment to me in the Lausanne agreement.
The prohibition on making 20 percent disappears in year 15, and
I was told by people in the negotiations that Iran said we intend
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to go above 3.67 percent. So we are back to where we were but
with many more centrifuges, more advanced ones.

So I think it is incumbent upon us to head off that future and
not to accept it. I would argue to strengthen our hand to make
those arguments.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Senator Perdue.

Senator PERDUE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Dr. Walsh, as a freshman Senator, I can tell you one thing. Just
relax. You are an amateur. You will never compete for the world
record of forgetting to turn on your mike. [Laughter.]

Dr. WALSH. Thank you. Makes me feel much better.

Senator PERDUE. The second thing is, I agree with you and the
ranking member and Senator Flake, Senator Kaine, and others
have said this. I have an open mind to this negotiation.

We do not know what we do not know yet. It has not been fully
released. It is not finalized, and so forth.

But I do not think, and I think Senator Kaine hit on this, these
hearings have been very helpful for us to get our heads wrapped
around, or a mental centrifuge as you say—I like that and have not
heard that before—to think about this in terms of what we feel like
are the minimum requirements.

I am impressed with the testimony today. Very impressed. We
were told just yesterday that there are two ways that Iran is going
to potentially develop a nuclear weapons capability. One is through
just waiting us out through a 10-year deal, as we just we were dis-
cussing. And the second is through a covert exercise.

So we have inspections and verification to enforce the rules of ne-
gotiation, whatever it turns out to be. So we all know we have to
have a verification regime.

The second is intelligence. We heard yesterday that we do not
have a high confidence level right now that our intelligence capa-
bility is such that it can actually deter that. We have evidence of
that. I mean, Fordow was created and in operation for years before
we discovered what they were doing there.

We also know that today Iran is in violation of the current in-
spection regime. We just discussed that. I want to talk about the
State Department but before I do that, just this weekend on Sun-
day, Iran’s Parliament approved the outlines of a bill—this is for-
mal now; this is not just a comment by the Ayatollah—to ban in-
spections on military sites and require the lifting of all sanctions
under any nuclear deal. This passed 199-14. I have two questions.
I want to know who the 14 people are. [Laughter.]

Exactly. Who are those 14? I would like to recruit them to the
Republican side.

But in all seriousness, in backing that up, the Ayatollah made
a speech just Sunday on Iranian state television to demand that
sanctions be lifted before Iran dismantles any of its nuclear infra-
structure.

Combine that with the evidence that we now have. We have a
report.

And the other thing that is coming out of this is that this is not
a static situation. It is a dynamic situation. If we really want to
achieve the goal of not allowing Iran to become a nuclear weapon
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state, not now and not in 10 years, not ever, then this has to be
an ongoing thing past 10 years. It has to be a dynamic situation
of inspection, verification, and intelligence efforts to make sure that
they do not do this.

So one of the things that we have to rely on as the Senate are
reports back to us. I think this agreement right now, the bill, the
Corker-Menendez-Cardin bill, has in there that the State Depart-
ment reports back to us I think every 6 months.

And yet we have a GAO report here just released in May 2015
and its nonproliferation, the State Department should minimize re-
porting delays that may affect sanctions on trade with Iran and
North Korea and Syria. So they are not just talking about Iran.

In the reports that they have been providing to us over the last
6 years, they average 22 to 36 months delays in an environment
where we are all in agreement that 36 months can be a lifetime.

I am very concerned about our ability to keep up with what we
are learning as a government with regard to Iran.

Dr. Takeyh, would you respond to that and give me your observa-
tions? I would like all of you to give me a brief response to this
trust that we are now having. The State Department is basically
saying in the GAO report that there are certain things like political
concerns and other delays that might delay the process in notifying
Congress. But I personally find that unacceptable, as does the
GAO.

I would love your response to this idea of an ongoing involvement
in this and the dependency we have on any State Department,
whether it be this administration’s or any to keep us involved.

Dr. TAKEYH. I would say, in terms of any arms-control agree-
ment, there are two aspects of it. There is verification, and people
have talked about verification. But there is also enforcement.
Verification is a burglar system. It tells you there is a burglar in
your house. The question is what you do about it.

Historically, arms control agreements have been difficult to en-
force. I mean, as this committee knows, the Russian Federation has
been in violation of the IMF agreement for how many years? His-
torically, that is not unusual, by the way. The international com-
munity becomes invested in the agreement.

There are two types of violations that arms-control specialists
talk about, and Jim and David can talk about this more authori-
tatively. One is simple irregularities and small-scale violations,
which they tend to resolve through adjudication. This arms-control
agreement will have what every other one has, a verification and
compliance committee.

The second is material breach, so when do you say we have to
get out of this. It almost never gets to material breach because
there so many international actors invested in perpetuation of the
agreement. And the argument at that time will be, if you walk
away from this agreement, they are going to go from 200 cen-
trifuges to 25,000 centrifuges.

It is an unfortunate talking point. The first time I heard it was
in 2007 in Shahbaz Sharif’s office. He told me that. That is the first
time I heard it. We should not appropriate that, because they paid
a heavy price for that.
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Finally, I would say that this agreement can be measurably im-
proved if they address the issue of the sunset clause. I have never
seen anybody defend a sunset clause. Mr. Walsh, not Senator
Kaine, my dear friend Mr. Walsh, did not actually defend the sun-
set clause. He said that they are not going to do it, afterward.

So I would say there are things you can do to improve the agree-
ment. But actually enforcing an arms-control agreement, we have
about 50 years of experience with this. It is very difficult to do. Re-
mobilization of the international community, reconstituting any
kind of sanctions regime, establishing a military deterrent, I think
that is—this agreement should not be violated.

And Iranian violations always tend to be incremental and never
egregious, so a series of cascades of violations could actually lead
them to increase their capacity without significant punitive meas-
ures.

Finally, I say this, if you look at the Islamic Republic’s foreign
policy for the last 35 years, they have what we sometimes call a
crisis approach. They push, they push, they push, they push, and
they retreat. The idea is that as you push, once you retreat, you
still have derived some dividends.

So that is how they kind of approach their foreign relations. And
if that is how they approach their nuclear program, then it does
not auger well for its longevity, much less its viability.

Senator PERDUE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.

Senator Menendez.

Senator MENENDEZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. This is a very
important hearing.

I want to follow up on a series of things, and so I am going to
aslil you to cooperate with me in terms of how much I want to get
in here.

Let me start off with you, including my dear friend from Vir-
ginia’s very often refrain that, “aren’t we better off under JPOA?”
I think there is a follow-on question to that, and I want to ask that
in a moment.

I want to read from something you said, Mr. Albright. I just
want to make sure you have not changed your mind on it. You are
referencing the question of the nuclear fuel that was increased by
20 percent, and you went on to say, “Based on the IAEA’s reporting
to member states, the problems in making enriched uranium oxide
were apparent by the fall of 2014. But the administration decided
not to make a major issue about the lack of oxide production.” You
go on to say, “Concluding that Iran has met the Joint Plan of Ac-
tion condition to convert to oxide newly enriched up to 5 percent,
is incorrect. In this case, the potential violation refers to Iran not
producing the enriched oxide at the end of the initial 6-month pe-
riod of the Joint Plan of Action and again after its first extension.
The choosing of a weaker condition, which must be met, cannot be
a good precedent for interpreting more important provisions in a
final deal. Moreover, it tends to confirm the view of critics that fu-
ture violations of a long-term deal will be downplayed for the sake
of generating or maintaining support for the deal.” And finally, it
says the administration relied on a technical remedy that Iran has
not demonstrated it could carry out.
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Is that still your view?

Mr. ALBRIGHT. It is.

Senator MENENDEZ. So we basically have a violation of the agree-
ment. For some of us, it is not insignificant. It seems to get ex-
plained away, and it sets a dangerous precedent, from my perspec-
tive, of what we are looking at as we try to build confidence in
whatever final agreement that takes place.

And when we are relying on technical remedies that Iran has not
been able to show can be successfully used in order to meet the
verification and the reductions that we want, we are in trouble.

Let me ask you something else. With reference to the possible
military dimensions, you said, “Whenever confronted with Iranian
intransigence, they fold. It is going to be hard for a lot of people
to support this deal if they give in on past military dimensions. Ad-
dressing the IAEA’s concerns about the military dimensions of
Iran’s nuclear program is fundamental to any long-term agreement.
An agreement that sidesteps the military issues would risk being
unverifiable. Moreover, the world would not be so concerned if Iran
had never conducted weaponization activities aimed at building a
nuclear weapon.”

Is that still your view?

Mr. ALBRIGHT. The part on the fold, I said that right after Sec-
retary Kerry had made his comment. The administration came to
me subsequently and said that they had not changed their position,
but the rest:

Senator MENENDEZ. We are trying to figure out what the position
is.

Mr. ALBRIGHT. The rest of what I said I agree with.

Senator MENENDEZ. Someone else, the former deputy director
general of the TAEA, Olli Heinonen, said: “Without addressing
those questions, the possible military dimensions, that the IAEA
Secretariat would not be able to come to a conclusion that all nu-
clear material in Iran is in peaceful use, which is essential in build-
ing confidence in the international community over Iran’s nuclear
program. A comprehensive deal can only be reached if uncertainties
over Iran’s military nuclear capability are credibly addressed. This
should be an unambiguous condition to achieving a final accord
that is meaningful in safeguard terms.”

Now, this was the number two at the institution on which we are
overwhelmingly relying, if we have an agreement to largely do the
verification and the ultimate determination on the question of pos-
sible military dimensions.

Dg. Takeyh, is that something you would agree with? His asser-
tion?

Dr. TAKEYH. As I mentioned, in my testimony, Senator Menen-
dez, I think the resolution of the PMD issue is indispensable to the
viability and credibility of this agreement.

Senator MENENDEZ. Now, let me ask you something. I was taken
aback when I read in the interim framework agreement that, as it
relates to Iran, they would implement the modified code 3.1 to its
existing TAEA safeguard agreement, in essence, the additional pro-
tocol. However, as with the additional protocol, Iran may only be
required to abide by, as opposed to ratifying, the additional pro-
tocol.
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To me, that is problematic, since Iran is the only NPT signatory
to have suspended these measures in the past. Should we accept
an agreement in which Iran is not required to ratify the modified
code of the additional protocol?

Mr. ALBRIGHT. I thought they would be required to ratify it.

Senator MENENDEZ. That is what we thought. But if you read,
so far, it says that they will abide by it.

So, should a final agreement not say that they must ratify it?

Mr. ALBRIGHT. I would think ratify. That needs to be checked.
That is a good question.

Senator MENENDEZ. What about you, Dr. Takeyh?

Dr. TAKEYH. My understanding is that one of the deputy nego-
tiators has said that compliance to additional protocols, I think he
was talking about that, 3.1 as a conjunction of that, would only
come about if there is ratification. If there is no ratification then
I guess they go back to the fallback position of adherence pending
ratification.

Now, I do not have a whip count in the Iranian parliament. I
cannot tell you if they are going to ratify it or not. But the full com-
pliance would have to be with ratification.

Senator MENENDEZ. And compliance for us should mean ratifica-
tion as well, should it not?

Mr. ALBRIGHT. Yes.

Dr. TAKEYH. Yes.

Senator MENENDEZ. Now, let me go to my esteemed colleague’s
question. He asked a good question, are we better off now with
JPOA than we were.

The question for me is, what are we going to be better off with
in the long term? And in that respect, I look at a letter that was
just released by five former members of President Obama’s inner
circle of Iran advisers, who wrote to him and they said, “Precisely
because Iran will be left as a nuclear threshold state and has clear-
ly preserved the option of becoming a nuclear weapon state, the
United States must go on record now, that it is committed to using
all means necessary, including military force, to prevent this.”

Is it not essential for us to be able to make it clear that even
after the expiration of the agreement with Iran that we would not
permit it to possess enough nuclear fuel to make a single weapon?

Mr. ALBRIGHT. I think it is very important. I mean, the JPOA,
there is a clause in there that the nuclear program should be
judged as under criteria of practical need. I think it has been lost
in this whole negotiation, but I think it is fundamental.

Iran does not need a centrifuge program. It does not need it
today. It is very unlikely to need it 15 years from now. If it can
demonstrate that it needs it, then okay. But if not, then that pro-
gram should not be accepted, and the United States should be clear
that it should not be accepted.

Se})nator MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, can I have one final ques-
tion?

The CHAIRMAN. Of course.

Senator MENENDEZ. So this is what I am concerned about, is
where we are headed on all of these elements, as to any final
agreement. And then we can make that judgment, are we truly bet-
ter off?
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I probably would not dispute with my colleague that, in the in-
terim, to the extent that we have stopped forward progress, we are
better off. It has bought us time. But by the same token, what is
the long term?

Several witnesses have come before the committee and basically
said, look, we are not solving the problem, we are delaying the
problem, at the end of the day. That is aspirational, that the re-
gime is going to change its mind over the next decade and move
in a totally different direction.

My last concern, in January 2014, the U.S. Government Defense
Science Board issued a remarkably frank report entitled “Assess-
ment of Nuclear Monitoring and Verification Technologies.” Their
conclusion was pretty shocking to me.

They concluded that the U.S. Government tools are either inad-
equate or, more often, do not exist for a list of current challenges
that read like the challenges that will be posed by an agreement
with Iran.

I do not know if you have had the opportunity to read that re-
port, but is it your professional experience that we have a capacity,
now, to deal with all of the elements of what is envisioned in an
Iran agreement, to make sure?

Mr. ALBRIGHT. I think there are always limitations in intel-
ligence. If you look at many proliferation cases, you cannot just de-
pend on intelligence for timely detection. That is, in fact, why peo-
ple in this country, around the world, invest so much in the IAEA.
In a sense, they are the boots on the ground, and you want to em-
power them to get the information that can then detect a violation.
They have proven that ability over and over again.

I think in this deal, they are critical. Certainly, they work syner-
gistically with member state intelligence agencies, and the intel-
ligence agencies benefit tremendously from the results of the IAEA.

But I think you cannot depend on intelligence to verify this deal.
I mean, I think the U.S. intelligences has done a remarkably good
job in discovering secret programs in Iran. I think the IAEA was
able to use that information gained in some cases from Iranian de-
fector groups in order to, on the ground, press Iran really hard to
reveal secret activities and in that sense stop them where the intel-
ligence information was incomplete but had no power really to stop
the Iranian movement forward on their nuclear program. But the
TAEA confronting them on one lie after another in a 2003 was a
very powerful tool.

So you do need them fully empowered verifying this deal.

Senator MENENDEZ. Thank you.

Mr. Chairman, I do not know if we are going to have any more
briefings along the way, but I would commend to your attention
this Defense Science Board report; it is about a year old. Maybe a
lot has changed in a year, but if you read the report, it leaves you
with real concerns about what our abilities are to do a lot of what
we are expecting in any framework agreement.

Thank you for the courtesy.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. And thanks for your very good ques-
tions and, certainly, years of focus on Iran’s nuclear program.

Just to close out, I think there may be some additional questions.
We have had some interesting briefings, and they have been in-
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credibly well attended, especially the private ones. The discussion
has been pretty fascinating.

But if you look at where we are—we will see when this is all
over. Ray you said some things today that probably cannot happen
because we have already gone beyond. You talked about some of
the qualities of an agreement that should be included, but I think
we have sort of moved beyond those.

In essence, it looks like we could have a 10-year agreement
where during that 10 years Iran can continue to do the research
and development they wish on centrifuges. I want to get back to
that in just a second.

They also have the ability to continue to develop their already
well sophisticated ballistic missile program. And then after that 10-
year period, it appears, based on what we know today, it appears
that it is likely that their whole program will hugely progress.

So we are going to be faced with a qualitative decision about
whether a 10-year pause is worth giving up probably 20-years-
worth of sanctions that have been put in place. That is going to be
an interesting decision, I think, for most to make.

Is it your sense that within Iran the thinking among the people
that matter within the country do view this as simply a 10-year
pause, and to quote one Senator, these were private meetings, that
instead of a very poor country achieving nuclear weapons capa-
bility, we will now allow a very rich country to do that, because we
have will have alleviated all of our sanctions, possibly, in the next
10 years. So you have a country whose economy is growing, $150
billion in relief will have taken place. They are exporting the extra
40 percent that has been diminished relative to their oil.

Is it your sense within the country that they do see this as sim-
ply a 10-year pause, and that they really are getting everything
that they wish? And 10 years is not a long period for a country like
Iran, and they are going to be sitting in a place that virtually
assures them being a threshold country.

Mr. ALBRIGHT. Ray, you go first. I have some comments.

Dr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, what I would like to do is respec-
tively offer an alternative view.

I know this committee is steeped in the details of this agreement,
but folks watching on TV or online might not fully understand that
the agreement entails restrictions that are indefinite in some cases.
Ray referred to the fact that if you redesign the reactor, you cannot
go in after it is hot and change it. Shipping out the spent fuel. The
additional protocol I believe will be in perpetuity. The NPT obliga-
tions continue in perpetuity. The subsidiary code 3.1 continues in
perpetuity. Access to mines for 30 years. Other things for 20 years.

It is true that some of the important restrictions are only 10 or
15 years, and 10 years is not a long time in Iranian history. But
it is a long time for a nuclear program. That is the difference.

Often in these programs, the more you stretch them out, the
likelier they are to die. And I say as a summary thing here, the
DNI tells us that Iran has a nuclear weapons capability. You can-
not bomb the knowledge of how to build a centrifuge out of their
heads. That horse has left the barn. That is the situation we deal
with.
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The DNI has also said that they have not yet made a decision
to pursue nuclear weapons. It seems if they have the capability and
they have not decided that now is the time to lock them into a road
where they become like the other 30 states that started down the
path toward nuclear weapons, stopped and reversed course, part of
this incredible record of success that I refer to. Now is the time to
do that to put them on a path, rather than the alternative, which
is more centrifuges, the hardliners are emboldened. That is a path
toward nuclear, in my view.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Mr. ALBRIGHT. Let me make a comment. I think 10 years, to me,
is not long enough. I mean, in engineering, it may be a generation,
but you can pass down the knowledge in that. Twenty years would
have been much better.

Iran also made a decision. I think you see this in what Salehi
brought to the negotiations, that they were willing to sacrifice the
IR1s, but they were not willing to sacrifice their work on advanced
centrifuges. They paused the work on the IR2M and the IR4, but
they were going to continue working on the better machines. And
they are incrementally better.

The CHAIRMAN. The IR6 and the IR8, generations after that.

Mr. ALBRIGHT. That is right. So one of the concerns I have is
what if they succeed with those machines. I know in the discus-
sions by the U.S. administration, and I have heard it from another
country, they have kind of downplayed it. They will not get these
machines to work. But what if they are?

What you would have is not a crazy scream by Iran to say, look,
we started with these IR1s. We built zillions of them. They worked
very poorly. Incredibly expensive. We are now retrenching to build
much better machines and be able to deploy those after this 10-
year period.

So I think it is worrisome. That is all I can say. And if Iran fails,
great, from our point of view. But if it succeeds, then I think we
have a real problem.

The CHAIRMAN. Ray.

Dr. TARKEYH. I will just a few things. If you come up thinking
about the political discourse and political landscapes in the Islamic
Republic’s elite sectors today, and you see this since 2011, the pri-
mary priority of the state today is projection of power in the Middle
East.

Khomeini today is the most successful imperialist in the history
of modern Iran. The Shaw never had control of the Iraqi state and
the deep state, that sort of influence.

He never was a material player in Syria. As a matter of fact, the
Assad regime was resistant to him. Khomeini is probably the most
important external actor in Syria.

Previous Iranian regimes were never main players in Lebanon.
Through Hezbollah, Iran has the ability to manipulate Lebanese
politics as well as a lethal militia it can deploy in various war
fronts.

And, of course, in the Persian Gulf, the battered alliances of the
United States make that particular subregion a bit more suscep-
tible to Iranian subversion.
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Imperialism is financially costly. The economy of 2013 could not
have sustained the imperial surge that Iran has embarked upon.
So in terms of national priority, whether expansion of the nuclear
capacity or projection of influence in corners of the Middle East
where Iran had never had any power, I think outweighs the latter.

So right now the priority of the state is threefold. Number one,
consolidation of the regime at home, in light of the 2009 Green
Revolution, which I think continues to haunt the Islamic Republic.
Number two, consolidate and make the economy more resilient to
be able to sustain this vast imperial surge, which gives Iran a
measure of expansionist influence unprecedented in 500 years of
Iranian history.

The CHAIRMAN. And this agreement, certainly

Dr. TAKEYH. This agreement enables both consolidation of power
at home, the imperial surge in the region, as well as establishes
a pathway for industrialization upon which they can decide wheth-
er they have a nuclear weapon or not.

The CHAIRMAN. So if I could paraphrase, it allows them to meet
their shorter term goals of consolidation.

Dr. TAKEYH. It allows them to exploit remarkable opportunities
they have in the region.

The CHAIRMAN. And still reach their longer term goals of being
a nuclear threshold country within a short amount of time.

Dr. TAKEYH. Yes, that is right.

The CHAIRMAN. If I could, I know that Senator Coons has just
come in, and I, certainly, want to give him time for questioning.

There was a letter by a distinguished group of people yesterday
that was released, people on both sides of the aisle that have
served under the administration and obviously served under oth-
ers. They are, certainly, people that I think are respected in our
country.

They mentioned five issues that need to be addressed, certainly,
in these closing days. The monitoring and verification piece, which
we spent a great deal of time talking about here and exploring; the
possible military dimensions, which today we discussed fairly thor-
oughly; and advanced centrifuges. Again apparently there still may
be room to limit the amount of advanced centrifuge research and
development that takes place. We have not seen that, but maybe
that is an area that is open. Sanctions relief, obviously ensuring
that sanctions relief does not occur until they have actually done
the things that need to be done to provide that.

But the consequences of violations is something that as we move
into potentially dealing with an agreement, I would just say to
members on both sides of the aisle, maybe that is something that
if an agreement is reached, Congress needs to speak with strong
support toward real consequences.

We had a very controversial briefing. One of our witnesses sug-
gested going ahead and authorizing the use of military force in the
event they violate. Obviously, as you can imagine, there was a lot
of debate around that issue. I am not necessarily suggesting that
that is the right consequence today. I am just saying, that debate,
I think, should be a part of whatever we do, should an agreement
be reached. But I'm obviously very concerned.

With that, Senator Coons.
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Senator CooNS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Thank
you for the many hearings and briefings that you and Ranking
Member Cardin have convened and led us through. I think this is
critical for the Foreign Relations Committee, its members, and the
rest of the Senate, to be well-informed, particularly in these last
days or weeks, in the conclusion of a possible P5+1 agreement with
Iran.

I will take up where you were just leading this bipartisan letter
that raises five key issues. There are two I will talk about, con-
sequences of violations and the possibility of a future breakout of
the role of centrifuge R&D, and see if we can get some more insight
from our terrific panel.

If T could, Mr. Albright, on snapback sanctions, there is reported
possibly an agreement between the P5+1, in terms of the mecha-
nism by which sanctions would be reinstated if Iran violates a final
agreement, should one be reached, and exactly how a dispute reso-
lution panel would work and how it would be composed and so
forth has been discussed in the press. I would just be interested in
your assessment of the strength or weakness of that proposed
mechanism, and any suggestions you might have for improving it,
and what other ways you think we might bolster our leverage to
pressure Iran in the event of future noncompliance with a potential
agreement.

Mr. ALBRIGHT. I am by no means an expert on sanctions. My own
view, and I have heard this from people who are experts in other
countries’ negotiation teams, the snapback is pretty good as a de-
terrent, but if it actually is invoked, it is not very likely it will sig-
nificantly affect Iran’s behavior.

So you do not really have a mechanism to enforce. And the lack
of that, not to throw it back at you, I think is a major challenge
for Congress to think through what happens if there are material
breaches.

I can understand. I guess going to a military option is an attempt
to short circuit that issue. I do not think it is sufficient, by any
means, to throw out the last resort as your only resort, or throw
it out on the table, not to get rid of it.

But I think it needs to be thought through. I do not have any
good suggestions, I must confess. I think one of the areas to also
worry about is how they are going to take away the U.N. Security
Council sanctions and then bring back a lot of them, and then how
do you then snap that back? Maybe there is an easy mechanism
to do it, but I think it does need to be thought through.

The other thing is that with Iran, the way it has been played out
the last many years, with the exception of Fordow, they have tend-
ed to go with small violations. And there is no mechanism other
than the political mechanism of the United States going to Iran
and saying stop that is really on the table. And I think that also
has to be thought through, because sometimes we know it works.
On the IR5, the United States went to Iran and said knock it off,
and they did.

But on the PMD, everyone has gone to Iran outside of Iran and
said knock it off. And they have simply ignored it.

So I think that again also has to be one issue that is thought
through.
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Senator COONS. Mr. Albright, on this point, if I might, I agree
with you that a lack of clarity on exactly how U.N. sanctions would
be restored in a way that would not allow a veto by one of the pri-
mary U.N. Security Council members as a future barrier is one of
the, I think, key unresolved questions about snapback for the U.N.
sanctions. It is my hope that the mechanism adopted, if this all
takes place, by the U.N. Security Council in a replacement resolu-
tion would allow for a more streamlined consideration of that.

And I would agree, we have a wide menu of sanctions, both U.S.
and multilateral and U.N., that need to be clearly articulated and
put in place in a gradual way that gives us a series of responses.
But if there is a determination by the Iranians to break out or
sneak out, having those snapback sanctions may not be sufficient
deterrent.

Let us get to the future breakout for the few minutes I have left.
There are competing assertions in the press and the public by ad-
vocacy groups and the administration.

One assertion is that this agreement, should it come to pass, will
leave Iran with a zero breakout time when roughly 15 years ex-
pires, and that they will get to a place where it will be virtually
impossible to detect the breakout, in large part because there are
projections about future centrifuge R&D and the potential strength
and speed and capacity of their centrifuges 10 to 15 years from
now.

The counternarrative that is being offered by the administration
and others in support of this agreement say the continuous inspec-
tion of their centrifuge production facilities and uranium mines and
mills for 25 years, and the additional protocol, which it is presumed
Iran will adhere to, will provide the international community with
plenty of warning of a breakout attempt beyond the 15 years.

Please, if all three of you would just comment on these contradic-
tory explanations and what the breakout time in your view would
be if Iran installed more advanced centrifuges after 15 years, and
what kind of restrictions would the additional protocol provide, and
the ongoing ability to monitor mines and mills provide, because
many have proffered the possibility that what Iran will do is seek
the gradual accumulation of ambiguous evasions. I think that is a
particularly powerful phrase. Not just direct assault breakout, but
a whole series of accumulated attempts at ambiguous evasions.
And particularly in the area of centrifuge R&D, it is a concern that
that might then lead to a quick breakout capability.

So if all three of you would talk about these competing narratives
about what happens in years 10 to 15, and then 15 and beyond.

Mr. Albright, if you would start us off?

Mr. ALBRIGHT. We did just a quick model. It is very hard to work
that far in advance, but we looked at Fordow where if they did de-
ploy advanced centrifuges like the IR6, the IR8, that in Fordow
itself, you would have the ability to break out, probably within a
week at year 15 or 16.

It would depend also on producing 20 percent enriched uranium.
So we took the Iranian statements at face value and assumed they
would. So you could have a situation there where breakout could
happen.
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And the verification is going to be better, there is no doubt about
it. But the thing that you worry about in this particular scenario
is that they just do not let the inspectors in, or they cripple the re-
mote monitoring. And people are scratching their head about what
is taking place.

And if they can break out in a few days, in a week, they can
make, one, two, three bombs worth of material in a month. So you
worry that they will interfere in the inspection effort and disrupt
it while they try to break out so you want to look at that.

On the sneak out, you worry that Iran may weaken the condi-
tions over time, that some of these mechanisms may be under-
mined, just the way you put it. It was an elegant way to put it.
And the advanced centrifuges allow for the building of smaller fa-
cilities that may not be detected.

So again, these are projecting in the future. The purpose of these
exercises is to come up with a strategy now that can deal with
these, and I think we have to be very clearheaded and look at the
strategy or scenarios that are the most threatening to us and then
make sure that the deal or what Congress or others do to imple-
ment the deal deals with these things.

Senator COONS. Thank you, Mr. Albright.

Mr. Chairman, do you mind if we have the rest of the panel an-
swer the question?

The CHAIRMAN. No, as matter of fact, what I might do, to inter-
ject just one moment, our committee, first of all, has had some out-
standing hearings. I am going to step out, and I am going to let
you guys finish up.

We have passed multiple pieces of legislation on a 19-0 vote, so
there is huge trust on this committee, and I am going to turn it
over to Chairman Kaine in just a second. I know he will handle the
closeout well.

But without objection, I would like for the record to remain open
through the close of business Monday and would hope that unless
you are traveling to Tennessee you will answer the questions
promptly.

I just want to say that I think this has been an excellent way
to close a month of tremendous due diligence by the committee. I
hope you all will stay and ask questions as long as you wish.

I would like permission, without objection, to enter in the letter
that you are referring to and that Senator Menendez referred to by
members of the Washington Institute and others who have raised
questions.

[EDITOR’S NOTE.—The article mentioned above can be found in the
“Additional Material Submitted for the Record” section at the end
of this hearing.]

The CHAIRMAN. I think one of the functions of passing the Iran
Review Act, there were two functions. One that gives a seat back
at the table, which we had given away by granting the President
national security waivers. But importantly to be able to ask the
kind of questions that we are asking now to hopefully shape the
negotiations and hopefully raise concerns that can be alleviated by
stronger negotiations.
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So it is my own hope, obviously, that we end up with a very
strong agreement. I think most people here want to see that hap-
pen. Obviously, I have a lot of concerns, and there are some re-
maining issues that I hope we will hold firm on.

And just for the record, I believe we would be so much better off
because JPOA has been what it is. We would be so much better off
if we just continued to negotiate and not rush to some artificial
deadline on June 30 and try to shortcut some of these very, very
important issues.

But we thank you very much, not only for your input today but
throughout the course of this whole discussion. I will enter this
into the record.

I am sorry to give a pause to your answers. And with that, I am
out of here. Chairman Kaine is in charge.

Senator COONS. Thank you, Chairman Corker.

And I agree that the purpose of that strong bipartisan vote and
enactment by Congress was to ensure that Congress has the oppor-
tunity to weigh in, to shape the negotiations, and to set up the
structure for ongoing oversight and engagement in the event there
is an agreement. And the purpose of hearings such as this is for
us to get better and better information about some very technical
areas, like centrifuge R&D or future inspections, and to think
through some things that are not comfortable to think about, which
are scenarios in which this all might be unsuccessful in the long
term.

Dr. Takeyh.

Dr. TAKEYH. I will just say a little to complement what David
said, and Jim can also talk about the technical aspect of this far
more superiorly than I can.

I would say that one of the Iranian negotiators—and when Ira-
nian negotiators go home, they tend to be very talkative about
what happened. They tend to do TV interviews, university sympo-
siums. When he was asked about the issue of advancement of the
Iranian nuclear program, he said, look, the Atomic Energy Organi-
zation told us that they need 8 years to develop the most advanced
centrifuges that we need and, therefore, we are trying to get an
agreement that conforms with that timeline.

So he essentially was saying the sunset clause has to conform
with the R&D requirements that were reported by the Atomic En-
ergy Organization. Of course, at that time when Iran becomes a
more industrial-sized nuclear power, it is very difficult to detect
systematic diversions of resources and establishment—as David
said, small installations operating high-velocity centrifuges is very
difficult to detect. So industrialization of the program makes the
verification regime challenges more acute if not impossible.

Second, I just want to say one thing briefly about the snapback
measures that you suggested. This agreement, as you noted, will
have a dispute verification committee that will essentially hear out
the disputes, and then they will go to the Security Council.

The Security Council is not a country. It cannot impose economic
sanctions. It can recommend and establish the legal predicate for
national measures. At that time, U.S. Treasury and other rep-
resentatives have to go to the Europeans, so that the current sanc-
tions regime may not be able to come back. I think it will be very
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difficult to get the Europeans to reconstitute the oil embargo unless
there is a real breakout for the Iranians. So I think Italians are
waiting to go back and resume oil purchases because of the econ-
omy. I think the current sanctions architecture is not going to be
snapped back.

Once the U.N. Security Council advises its member states to re-
strict their trade, then you have to go back to South Koreans and
the Japanese and the Indians and that whole elaborate effort that
we have seen for the past several years.

In terms of the fact that this agreement, as I mentioned, the sun-
set clause makes it disturbing, but I yield to Jim for additional
technical explanation of your question.

Senator COONS. Thank you.

Dr. Walsh.

Dr. WALSH. I do have some concerns about breakout in the out-
years, if, in fact, they build a very large infrastructure because the
larger it is, it introduces some complications.

But let me back up for a moment. Again, this committee knows
these details backward and forward, but I am not sure the watch-
ing public does. Let us be clear about what breakout is. Breakout
is the time it takes to produce one bombs worth of material. And
so far, there is no country in the history of the nuclear age that
has broken out with the purpose of developing one bomb. You test
it and then you do not have any material left over.

It does not include the time for weaponization. Unless you are
going to take that softball and throw it at someone, you have to
make it into a weapon. And both the DNI, Secretary Panetta and
my friends in the Israeli Atomic Energy Agency, all say they expect
that will take at least a year.

So breakout time actually does not measure the time it takes to
get to a weapon. It measures the time you have to produce one soft-
ball of highly enriched uranium or plutonium. And breakout is in-
credibly rare, right? It will require a change in Iranian policy.

The DNI says Iran has not decided to pursue a nuclear weapon,
so they would have to change the policy they currently have in
order to do that.

Now, especially in the absence of details, it is easy to think of
things that could go wrong, or think of things that could be better,
right? I would like total information on everything in the world,
but that is not what this is about.

As I said in my testimony, the decision criteria are, does it ad-
vance our objective in preventing Iran from acquiring a nuclear
weapon? Is it better than the alternatives? How does it compare to
other agreements?

This is, according to a former head of Mossad, a historic agree-
ment. I view it as being the strongest multilateral nonproliferation
agreement yet negotiated. And again, the track record here is real-
ly, really great.

Now, are there risks? Of course, there are risks. But there are
risks to inaction, and there are risks to sanctions, and there are
risks to other actions. But when you compare this to the alter-
natives and compare it to other agreements that have been success-
ful, the NPT, for example, deeply flawed but overwhelmingly suc-
cessful.
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So I think yes, the charge of the committee should be to go
through in fine detail and try to specify what the problem is and
try to fix them. We also need to step back and have a bigger pic-
ture here when we try to evaluate where we are going.

As T say, the Israeli military and intelligence people, distinct
from the political people, have a very positive view of this. And, in
fact, in public statements, the Israeli military is saying that they
see their threat levels declining in coming years, and they are in-
cluding Iran in that assessment. So that would seem to speak to
the fact that this is an agreement that will have positive effects for
Israel national security.

Let me say in closing, with respect to the letter and I read the
letter, it reminds me of that problem you have when the headline
says one thing and the article says something else. This is a letter
that has more bark than bite.

As I read that letter, I agree with 90 percent of it. I think the
sections on verification are completely consistent with my testi-
mony. I agree completely with that. And on the possible military
dimensions, I will remind you that yesterday you had testimony
from Graham Allison, who is a signatory of that letter and who
supports the agreement and said positive things about a potential
agreement.

So I think when you get down to the meat of it in the details,
the letter is helpful, but it mostly offers criteria that most of us
would agree with that feel that we can achieve.

Senator COONS. Can I ask one more question, Chairman Kaine?

Mr. ALBRIGHT. Can I say something? I would like to disagree
with some of the things Jim said.

One is, breakout is used in the negotiations as criteria to limit
Iran’s program. It has nothing to do with whether in a breakout
Iran would be producing just one weapon. I mean, why would Iran
break out? If they are going to break out, you would expect that
they would be planning to build many weapons, but you want to
stop the first one and stop the infrastructure that gives them the
ability to not only make the first, but also the second.

So I do not know what to call it, it is a misunderstanding of what
the use of breakout is, and I think I need to respond to that.

Also, there are many people who do not think it would take Iran
at least a year to build a nuclear explosive device. In the TAEA de-
liberations internally, they said that Iran knows enough based on
their assessment to build a crude fission weapon. They assess they
did not know enough to build a deliverable system by a missile,
like the Shaheen-3, but they were working on it. And when they
would succeed is a question of time.

But in terms of building a crude explosive device, I think some
people think it could be—Israel, too—think it could be done within
a few to several months.

Again, it is not going to be delivered by a missile. It could be
tested underground. It could be used in a crude delivery system.
But I think we have to be clear that Iran can do these things, ac-
cording to IA assessments and Israeli assessments. I would assume
some of these are shared in the United States. It is not that hard
to do it.
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And we also have to understand that if they get this 25, we use
25 kg of weapon grade uranium in our calculations, if they get
that, we do not really know where they will take it. We do not
know how to respond. We do not know if it is a couple months or
a year before they have a weapon.

And so if you going to design a verification regime, design a deal,
you have to go with what you can affect. That is why breakout al-
ways looks at how much weapon grade material is needed for a
bomb, because those facilities, in essence, in the worst case, can be
bombed. Once the weapon grade uranium leaves those facilities
and, in essence, is produced, you do not know what to bomb.

Again, I am saying this because I disagree with some of the
things Jim is saying. I think in the public debate, particularly, not
within the governments, but within the public debate, I think there
has been real misunderstanding about how breakout is used and
what it what it means.

Senator COONS. Thank you, Mr. Albright.

If I might, back to Dr. Walsh, on centrifuge R&D, I think many
of us have a fairly clear grasp of what the 1-year breakout time
means. And I would agree with you that the broader watching pub-
lic may misunderstand it as the ability to go from the accumulation
of fissile material to the development of a deliverable, functioning,
advanced nuclear weapon. And those are easily conflated and
should not be.

But one of the core issues we are being asked to consider is
whether or not the structure of the agreement as proposed leaves
Iran with too much freedom to develop advanced centrifuges, and
whether it is technically possible in a decade to develop centrifuges
that are an order or two orders of magnitude more effective oper-
ationally than their best current models.

Some experts suggest that that is just not feasible, that the bar-
riers to their testing them in cascade, the barriers to them actually
knowing how they work, are fairly significant in this agreement,
that the monitoring provisions are fairly significant, and that even
the most advanced engineering and industrial societies, ours in-
cluded, have found centrifuges tricky things to modernize signifi-
cantly.

Others argue that that is not the case, that this is widely distrib-
uted knowledge, that the engineering challenges of decades ago
have now largely been transcended, and that they may, in fact, in
the intervening decade, be able to make dramatic orders of mag-
nitude advances.

Where do you come down on this? What advice would you have
for us on this as yet unresolved component?

Dr. WALSH. I think I come down somewhere in the middle. I do
not think it is as easy as some might portray it.

I am reminded of the fact that Iran has made a series of an-
nouncements over the years that it was just about to introduce an
advanced centrifuge 5, 6, 7, 8, and all these great advances that
were all press releases and had nothing to show for it years after
the fact. So I think it is a technical challenge.

I am reminded of the fact that the 18,000 of the 19,000 are still
Pakistani first order centrifuges.
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So that would seem to indicate that their progress has not been
as great as one might imagine. But I think it is worthy of concern
because it is true that, if they could build an advanced centrifuge,
it would increase the efficiency and reduce the breakout time. I
think that is right.

I think it is a tough issue, though, because as the United States
has certainly insisted in its arms control agreements, most agree-
ments provide for research and development, most nonproliferation
and arms control. You stop the thing itself, but you allow countries
to R&D. But it is very hard to police, in any case.

But I think it is worth looking at it in the out-years. But I do
n}fl)t think it is going to be easy, nor will it be quick for them to do
that.

If I can bring it back to a final point here, part of what this proc-
ess is about is trying to consolidate the Iranian decision not to pur-
sue a nuclear weapon. If a country is determined to get a nuclear
weapon, it does not matter what agreement you have. Pakistan
said it would eat grass. North Korea, I do not know what its GDP
is, but it was able to build a nuclear weapon because of its political
priority, political commitment.

That is the difference between being a nuclear weapon state and
a nonnuclear weapon states, when it comes to a technology that is
70 years old.

So while we focus on the technical and that is important, we
want to build as good of an architecture as we can, we need to
focus on the core issue. The core issue is political. As the DNI says,
Iran’s nuclear future is a political decision, not a technical one, be-
cause they know how to build a centrifuge, whether it is an IR1
or an IR9.

So if we are going to live in a future without a nuclear weapons
Iran, which we all want, then we need to have an agreement that
puts Iran on a political track where they never revisit that deci-
sion, that keeps them in the decision they have made right now,
which is not to pursue a nuclear weapon. That is really what this
is about.

Senator COONS. I appreciate the frame you put on it. I appreciate
the chairman’s indulgence in time.

I do think that in order for us to have a reasonable assessment
of what level of risk we are taking, having more thorough, more
broad knowledge of the prior military dimensions, access to sci-
entists interviews that allow the international community to assess
how far they got when they were pursuing actively a nuclear weap-
on, and what the contours are of their potential program, are crit-
ical. Having an inspection regime that allows for ready access to
suspect sites, having some real limits on centrifuge R&D, having
a capacity to return to sanctions in a multilateral and muscular
way relatively promptly, and having real consequences for viola-
tions, are all important parts of the architecture of an agreement.
And I know we will all be watching this very closely.

Thank you, gentlemen, for your testimony today.

Senator KAINE [presiding]. And I would like to thank the wit-
nesses as well.

Your testimony today, you have given us a number of important
thoughts about the way to analyze a deal, if there should be one.
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You have given us some important thoughts about alternatives, if
there is not a deal. And you have also given us some important
thoughts about if there is a deal that is accepted, what are some
additional steps that Congress might be able to take on the en-
forcement or consequences side. Those are all important.

Just to remind you, if members want to submit questions for the
record by the close of business Monday, we would ask that you try
to respond to those promptly.

The last thing I will just put on the record, there was a colloquy
between the witnesses and Senator Menendez around this issue of
whether the additional protocol around succession of that that was
announced in the framework on April 2, is something that has to
be ratified by the Iranian parliament or is there just going to be
a claim that we will abide by that. I think that is a very important
question.

There was testimony before this committee in January by Tony
Blinken that such a provision would require under Iranian law the
Iranian Parliament to ratify it.

That was something that was mentioned and that became impor-
tant as we debated the role of the Corker review bill. If the Iranian
Parliament has to ratify the deal, then so should Congress. So that
has been a claim that has been made often.

I think to the extent that these hearings are being observed by
folks within the administration and even folks connected to the ne-
gotiators, that notion that the accession to the additional protocol,
which in the April 2 framework was a permanent accession, it was
not to run out after 20 years or 30 years, would have to be ratified
by the parliament. That is something that we are going to be look-
ing at very, very carefully. And if they back away from ratify and
just say, oh, do not worry, we will abide by it, that would be a
weaker agreement, I think according to the entire committee.

So that colloquy surfaced an issue that could be an important
one.

I thank you again for the testimony.

With that, the hearing is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 12:20 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.]
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ADDITIONAL MATERIAL SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD

Public Statement on U.S. Policy toward
the Iran Nuclear Negotiations
m Endorsed by a Bipartisan Group of American Diplomats,

Legislators, and Experts
JUNE 24, 2015

Over the last three years, members of this bipartisan group have convened regularly under the auspices
of The Washington Institute for Near East Policy to discuss the status of the Iran nuclear issue, fre-
quently benefitting from the input of current Administration officials. Last week, at its most recent meet-
ing, the group determined that it could usefully contribute to the public debate on the ongoing nego-
tiations by presenting its consensus view of critical issues. This statement reflects that broad consensus.

The Iran nuclear deal is not done. Negotiations con-
tinue. The target deadline is June 30. We know much
about the emerging agreement. Most of us would
have preferred a stronger agreement.

The ag t will not p Iran from having
a nuclear weapons capability. It will not require the
dismantling of Iran’s nuclear enrichment infrastruc-
ture. It will however reduce that infrastructure for the

next 10 to 15 years. And it will impose a transparency,
inspection, and consequences regime with the goal of

deterring and dissuading Iran from actually building
a nuclear weapon.

The agreement does not purport to be a compre-
hensive strategy towards Iran. It does not address
Iran’s support for terrorist organizations (like Hez-
bollah and Hamas), its interventions in Iraq, Syria,
Lebanon, and Yemen (its “regional hegemony”), its
ballistic missil l, or its oppression of its own
people. The U.S. administration has prioritized nego-
tiations to deal with the nuclear threat, and hopes

D2015 The Washington Institute for Near East Policy
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Public Statement on U.S. Policy toward the Iran Nuclear Negotiations

that an agreement will positively influence Iranian
policy in these other areas.

Even granting this policy approach, we fear that
the current negotiations, unless concluded along the
lines outlined in this paper and buttressed by a reso-
lute regional strategy, may fall short of meeting the
administration’s own standard of a “good” agreement.

‘We are united in our view that to maximize its
potential for deterring and dissuading Iran from
building a nuclear weapon, the emerging nuclear
agreement must — in addition to its existing provi-
sions — provide the following:

1. Monitoring and Verification. The inspectors of
the International Atomic Energy Agency (the
“IAEA") charged with monitoring compliance
with the agreement must have timely and effec-
tive access to any sites in Iran they need to visit
in order to verify Iran’s compliance with the
agreement. This must include military (includ-
ing IRGC) and other sensitive facilities. Iran
must not be able to deny or delay timely access
to any site anywhere in the country that the
inspectors need to visit in order to carry out
their responsibilities. i

2.  Possible Military Dimensions. The IAEA inspec-
tors must be able, in a timely and effective man-
ner, to take samples, to interview scientists and
government officials, to inspect sites, and to
review and copy documents as required for
their investigation of Iran’s past and any ongoing
nuclear weaponization activities (“Possible Mili-
tary Dimensions” or “PMD"). This work needs
to be accomplished before any significant sanc-
tions relief.

3. Advanced Centrifuges. The agreement must
establish strict limits on advanced centrifuge
R&D, testing, and deployment in the first ten
years, and preclude the rapid technical upgrade
and expansion of Iran's enrichment capac-
ity after the initial ten-year period. The goal is
to push back Iran’s deployment of advanced

centrifuges as long as possible, and ensure that
any such deployment occurs at a measured,
incremental pace consonant with a peaceful
nuclear program.

4. Sanctions Relief. Relief must be based on Iran’s
performance of its obligations. Suspension or
lifting of the most significant sanctions must
not occur until the IAEA confirms that Iran has
taken the key steps required to come into com-
pliance with the agreement. Non-nuclear sanc-
tions (such as for terrorism) must remain in
effect and be vigorously enforced.

5. G €5 DfV' lati The agr
include a timely and effective mechanism to re-
impose sanctions automatically if Iran is found
to be in violation of the agreement, including by
denying or delaying IAEA access. In addition,
the United States must itself articulate the seri-
ous consequences Iran will face in that event.

must

Most importantly, it is vital for the United States to
affirm that it is U.S. policy to prevent Iran from pro-
ducing sufficient fissile material for a nuclear weapon
- or otherwise acquiring or building one - both
during the agreement and after it expires. Precisely
because Iran will be left as a nuclear threshold state
(and has clearly preserved the option of becoming a
nuclear weapon state), the United States must go on
record now that it is committed to using all means
necessary, including military force, to prevent this.
The President should declare this to be U.S. policy
and Congress should formally endorse it. In addi-
tion, Congressional review of any agreement should
precede any formal action on the agreement in the
United Nations.

Without these features, many of us will find it dif-
ficult to support a nuclear agreement with Iran.

We urge the U.S. administration not to treat June
30 as an “inviolable” deadline. Stay at the negotiat-
ing table until a “good” agreement that includes these
features is reached. Extend the existing Joint Plan of
Action while negotiations continue. This will freeze

The Washington Institute for Near East Policy
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Iran’s nuclear activity and international sanctions at

current levels. While the United States should extend

the Iran Sanctions Act so it does not expire, it should
not increase sanctions while negotiations continue.

U.S. alternatives to an agreement are unappealing,

but Iran’s are worse. It has every incentive to reach an

agreement and obtain relief from sanctions and inter-
national isolation well in advance of its elections next

February. If anyone is to walk out of the negotiations,

let it be Iran.

Some argue that any nuclear agreement now sim-
ply further empowers bad Iranian behavior. And
there is a lot to this argument. This is why we believe
that the United States must bolster any agreement by
doing more in the region to check Iran and support
our traditional friends and allies.

This does not mean major U.S. ground combat
operations in the Middle East. But it does mean tak-
ing initiatives like the following:

1. InIraq: Expand training and arming not only
of Iraqi Security Forces but also Kurdish Pesh-
merga in the north and vetted Sunni forces in
the West. Allow U.S. Special Forces to leave
their bases and help coordinate air strikes and
stiffen Iraqi units. Sideline Iranian-backed mili-
tia and separate them from Shiite units (“pop-
ular mobilization units”) that are not under
Iranian control.

2. In Syria: Expand and accelerate the U.S. train
and equip programs. Work with Turkey to
create a safe haven in northern Syria where
refugees can obtain humanitarian aid and vet-
ted non-extremist opposition fighters can be
trained and equipped. Capitalize on Bashar
al-Assad’s increasing weakness to split off
regime elements and seek to join them with
U.S. trained opposition elements. Interdict the
transshi 1t of Iranian weapons into Syria in

1

coordination with the Kurds and Turkey, and
consider designating as terrorist organizations
Iranian-backed Shiite militias responsible for
egregious atrocities.

3. In Yenten: Expand support for Saudi Arabia and
the UAE in pressuring the warring parties to
the negotiating table while seeking to split the
Houthi elements away from Iran.

4. Regionally: Interdict Iranian arms bound for
extremist groups and continue to counter its
efforts to harass commercial shipping and our
naval forces. Reaffirm U.S. policy to oppose Iran’s
efforts to subvert local governments and project
its power at the expense of our friends and allies.

Collectively, these steps also strengthen U.S. capa-
bility against Daesh (the d “Islamic State”).
Acting against both Iranian hegemony and Daesh's
caliphate will help reassure friends and allies of Amer-
ica’s continued commitment. And it will help address
Israel’s legitimate concerns that a nuclear agreement
will validate Iran’s nuclear program, further facili-
tate its destabilizing behavior, and encourage further
proliferation at a time when Israel faces the possible
erosion of its “qualitative military edge” We urge the
U.S. administration to create a discreet, high-level
mechanism with the Israeli government to identify
and implement responses to each of these concerns.

Taking the actions we propose while the nuclear
negotiations continue will reinforce the message
that Iran must comply with any agreement and will
not be allowed to pursue a nuclear weapon. This will
increase, not decrease, the chance that Iran will com-
ply with the agreement and may ultimately adopt
a more constructive role in the region. For the U.S.
administration’s hopes in this respect have little
chance so long as Irans current policy seems to be
succeeding in expanding its influence.

(CONTINUED)
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IRAN NUCLEAR AGREEMENT REVIEW

THURSDAY, JULY 23, 2015

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:09 a.m., in room
SD-G50, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Bob Corker (chair-
man of the committee) presiding.

Present: Senators Corker, Risch, Rubio, Johnson, Flake, Gardner,
Perdue, Isakson, Paul, Barrasso, Cardin, Boxer, Menendez, Sha-
heen, Coons, Udall, Murphy, Kaine, and Markey.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. BOB CORKER,
U.S. SENATOR FROM TENNESSEE

The CHAIRMAN. The Foreign Relations Committee will come to
order. I want to thank the witnesses for being here today, and we
look forward to a fulsome hearing.

I want to thank all of those also who are in attendance. I know
there was a little bit of an outbreak prior to us convening. We
thank you for being here. Now that the meeting is in order out-
bursts of any kind are unwarranted. We do hope that you will re-
spect the democratic process that is taking place here. So, again,
we thank you for being here. We also thank you for your courtesy
as we move ahead.

I know the witnesses have agreed to be here as long as we wish,
so we will start with 7-minute questions. I do know, based on last
night’s presentation, there is sometimes a tendency for witnesses
to want to interject. And what I would say is obviously we conduct
our meetings with a lot of respect and courtesy, and I would just
ask the witnesses, if they would respond directly to the questions
from Senators on both sides of the aisle as if they ask it—when you
ask it directly to a witness, get them to respond. If someone else
wants to interject, they can indicate they want to do so, but Sen-
ators should feel free to say, no, I just wanted that witness and
move on to the next to make sure that we do not end up in a some-
what gllibustered situation and we are able to get our questions an-
swered.

I want to start by thanking our committee. We would not be here
today, we would not have the information that we have today, if
we had not passed the Iran Nuclear Agreement Review Act. This
would not be taking place. I think the American people now under-
stand what this debate was all about.

When Congress put in place sanctions to bring Iran successfully
to the table as we did, we granted the executive branch something
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called a national security waiver. And what that meant was the ex-
ecutive branch had the ability to waive our congressionally man-
dated sanctions, to suspend them until such a time as we perma-
nently waive them down the road.

And as you know, unfortunately over the objections of Senator
Cardin and myself, unfortunately the executive branch went di-
rectly to the United Nations this Monday morning, something that
certainly was not in the spirit of this but this is what was always
intended. And I do want to say that while Secretary Kerry has
often said, well, Congress will have the ability to weigh in at some
point in time prior to this law being passed and causing this hear-
ing to happen today, we now read the agreement and realize that
what he meant was 8 years from now we would have the oppor-
tunity to weigh in because that is what is stated in the agreement.

So I want to thank everybody, all 19 members, for coming to-
gether unanimously making that happen, and giving us a role. It
is a heavy lift as we know, but a role that did not exist prior to
that bill passing.

I have to say we had a briefing last night— and I left there—
as I talked to Members on both sides of the aisle—fairly depressed
after last night’s presentation. With every detail of the deal that
was laid out, our witnesses successfully batted them away with the
hyperbole that it is either this deal or war. And, therefore, we were
never able to appropriately question or get into any of the details
because every time we did, it was either this deal or war. So I be-
lieve that to be hyperbole.

I know the Secretary last night pulled out a letter that was writ-
ten in 2008 by the prior administration. I do not know if he will
refer to that today. But as I thought about it lying in bed last
night, I realized that what he was really pointing out with that let-
ter is unless we give Iran what they want, “X,” will happen. I
mean, that is what really that letter was used for last night. So let
me just walk through that.

We have been through an incredible journey. We began 20
months or so ago with a country that was a rogue nation that had
a boot on its neck, and our goal was to dismantle their program.
We have ended up in a situation where the deal that is on the table
basically codifies the industrialization of their nuclear program. It
is an amazing, amazing transition that has occurred. And yet ev-
eryone here, not a person in this room, including our witnesses, ev-
eryone here knows there is not one practical need for the program
that they are billing. Not one. Not one. We have not had a single
scientist, and not a single witness can lay out any reasoning, not
a single reason, for Iran to be developing this program from the
standpoint of what it means to them from a civil standing. Not one.

Nine months after this agreement goes into effect, we realize
that after Monday’s U.N. adoption, unless Congress intervenes, in
90 days this will be implemented. And then 6 months after that
and a total of 9 months from now, all of the sanctions that exist
against Iran will be lifted. Incredible. Now, there will be a few re-
maining sanctions, but the big ones that matter will be lifted. So
they will have access to billions and billions of dollars. Their econ-
omy will be growing. They will be shipping oil around the world.
It is an amazing thing.
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And so, what happens—I think all of us figured this out as we
went through the deal—right now we have some leverage, but 9
months from now the leverage shifts to them because we have a
sanctions snapback. What they have, if we ever try to apply that,
is what is called a “nuclear snapback.” The way the deal is struc-
tured, they can immediately just begin. They can say, well, if you
add sanctions we are out of the deal. They can immediately snap
back. So the leverage shifts to them.

The PMD, the possible military dimensions—I think most of us
call it the previous military dimensions because we know they were
involved in that—basically that has no bearing—no bearing—per
the agreement. And I know our witnesses will say, well, if they do
not deal with this properly, we will not implement. But according
to the agreement, it has no bearing whatsoever on whether the
sanctions are removed or not. And yet that was such an important
piece for everyone to know.

Anytime, anywhere inspections. Last night we had witnesses
saying, I never said that. It has been a part of our mantra from
day one. It has been a part of their mantra from day one, any-
where, anytime inspections. Now we have a process that they are
declaring is 24 days, but we all know that is not right. The 24 days
begins after, by the way, the IAEA has found violations that they
are concerned about, and then you give Iran time to respond to
that. And then by the time it kicks in, there is a 24-day process,
but it could be months.

And as we know, in laboratories when you are developing a nu-
clear warhead that is about this big, it is very easy to cover things
up like that. And all the focus has been on finding uranium. There
are other aspects of this that are very difficult to find.

I know they have said this is the most comprehensive inspection
regime that we have ever had. That is not true. That is not true.
I have talked to Secretaries of State and others. We had a far more
comprehensive and rapid inspection program in Iraq. Far more.
And that certainly did not serve us particularly well.

Ben and I have written a letter asking for additional materials
that we do not now have. One of the items we do not have is re-
garding the agreement between Iran and the IAEA. And my sense
is that we are never going to get that letter, so the inspection enti-
ty that we are relying upon to find out whether Iran is cheating,
we are not even going to have access to that agreement.

But let me just say this. We do know one of the characteristics
is very interesting. We have a professional athlete in Chattanooga
that spends about a month there. He is incredibly a role model. He
has got incredible integrity. He is a role model to the world. And
I was talking to him a couple of weeks ago about the program that
professional athletes go through for drug testing. It is incredible.
That is anytime, anywhere. There are qualities to this that unfor-
tunately I am told I cannot get into. But there are qualities to this
program that would not be unlike causing athletes to just mail in
their own urine specimens in the mail and us believing that it
came from them.

So, look, I have got some questions. I want to talk a little bit
about who we are dealing with here. Most of us have been to Iraq
many times, and I will never forget visiting General Odierno in
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Baghdad. And every time we visit General Odierno in Baghdad, he
has on his coffee table the IFPs that were used to maim and kill
Americans. They were laying out. They were made, the IEDs. They
were laying on the coffee table, every single one of them made by
Iran.

Once we develop the technology, by the way, to counter that,
what they did next was develop something called an EFP, explo-
sively formed penetrator. Now, what they do is they have an explo-
sion that heats up copper to go through a piece of machinery to
]ronainfr} and dismember Americans. This was all Iran, every single

it of it.

We have all been out to Walter Reed, and we visited these in-
credible heroes that have lost in some cases two arms and a leg,
in some cases two legs and two arms. We see them all over the
country. They are living with this today. This is the country that
we are dealing with, a country that created some of the most dis-
turbing types and methods of maiming Americans that have ever
been seen. They tried to kill an ambassador here in Washington,
DC, not long ago. I mean, we know that.

The other day, Ben and I went over with others to see something
the Holocaust Museum had put together. A young man named Cae-
sar had taken photographs of the Syrian prisons, Syrian prisons,
which, by the way, Iran supports. Bashar al-Assad would not even
be in office today if it were not for Iran.

We went over and envisioned the torture that is happening, that
has been photographed and chronicled. Many of you have seen it
on the Internet. It is an amazing thing. It is happening right now,
by the way, as we sit here. Some people might say, well, that was
Iraq, and I do not know, should we have been there or not. This
is happening this very second with the support of Iran. Do you un-
derstand that? People’s genitals right now are being amputated.
People are being electrocuted. This is happening this very second
in a prison in Iran—I mean, in Syria that Iran is supporting. Some
would say we have not done as much as we could to stop it because
of these negotiations.

When I was in college, I was not a particularly good student. The
first part of college I was in sports. The latter part I was interested
in working. I learned one thing. I learned about the critical path
method, and I ended up building buildings all over our country.
And I learned that you start with something like this and you lay
out a vision, and you build it out. And you begin with the end in
mind, and you put first things first. It is sort of the critical path.

And what I have seen our Secretary do is—I know he is has a
developed a tremendous warmth with Iran’s Foreign Minister,
Zarif, and he talks about it often. But what I think you have actu-
ally done in these negotiations is codify a perfectly aligned pathway
for Iran to get a nuclear weapon just by abiding by this agreement.
I look at the things that they need to do, the way it is laid out,
and I do not think you could more perfectly lay it out.

From my perspective, Mr. Secretary, I am sorry. Not unlike a
hotel guest that leaves only with a hotel bathrobe on his back, I
believe you have been fleeced. In the process of being fleeced, what
you have really done here is you have turned Iran from being a pa-
riah to now Congress—Congress—being a pariah.
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A few weeks ago you were saying that no deal—mo way—is bet-
ter than a bad deal. And I know that there is no way that you
could have possibly been thinking about war a few weeks ago. No
way. And yet what you say to us now and you said it over and over
yesterday—and I have seen you say it over and over on television—
is that if somehow Congress were to turn this down, the only op-
tion is war. Whereas a few weeks ago for you—for you to have
turned it down—the only option is not war. I do not think you can
have it both ways.

Let me just say this. If Congress were to say these sanctions can-
not be lifted, it would not be any different than the snapback that
we now have where in essence the United States, on its own, can
implement snapback. But my guess is the other countries, as you
have stated before, would not come along. So we have got to decide
which way that it is.

I know you speak with a degree of disdain about our regional
partners when you describe their reaction to this deal. But one of
the things we have to remember is that if we had actually dealt
with dismantling their nuclear program, they would not be re-
sponding in the way that they have. But not only has this not oc-
curred, we are lifting the ballistic missile embargo in 8 years. I
have no idea how that even entered into the equation, but it did
at the end. We are lifting the conventional weapons embargo in 5
years, and in a very acute way with hortatory language in the
agreement. Unbelievably, we are immediately lifting the ballistic
missile testing programs. We are lifting that ban.

So I would have to say that based on my reading, I believe that
you have crossed a new threshold in U.S. foreign policy where now
it is the policy of the United States to enable a state sponsor of ter-
ror to obtain a sophisticated industrial nuclear development pro-
gram that has, as we know, only one real practical need.

That is what you are here today to ask us to support. I look for-
ward to your testimony and the appropriate questions afterward.

Senator Cardin.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. BENJAMIN L. CARDIN,
U.S. SENATOR FROM MARYLAND

Senator CARDIN. Well, first, Mr. Chairman, thank you very much
for convening this hearing. I want to thank Secretary Kerry, Sec-
retary Moniz, and Secretary Lew, and your entire negotiating
team—Wendy Sherman and many others—who have devoted the
last 2 years to negotiating with Iran. And we thank you very much
for your dedicated service, your hard work, and your service to
America.

The Iranian Nuclear Agreement Review Act that Senator Corker
referred to earlier was an effort by Members of Congress to set up
the appropriate review for a potential deal with Iran. We are ex-
tremely pleased that after very difficult negotiations, we were able
to get a unanimous vote of this committee, get the support of the
White House and pass the bill.

And we believe we accomplished two major objectives in passing
that statute. First, of course, we set up the appropriate review for
Congress. It allows us to take action if we wish. It recognizes the
fact that the sanction regime was passed by Congress, and that we
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have a role to play in regards to implementing any agreement as
we now see in the JCPOA. So it sets up an orderly process, and
this hearing is part of that process.

It took you 2 years to negotiate this agreement. It took you 2
months in Vienna to get to the final details. We are on day 4 of
our 60-day review. I have not reached a conclusion, and I would
hope that most members would want to get all the information and
allow those who are directly involved to make their case.

We have hearings set up next week and the following week, and
we will hear from outside experts. Many of us have taken advan-
tage of that opportunity in the past, and I would hope that we will
all use that opportunity before drawing a conclusion. This is a very
important agreement from the point of view of U.S. foreign policy.
Iran and that region is critically important to the United States se-
curity.

But there is a second objective to the Iran Nuclear Review Act,
and that was to concentrate all of our efforts on the bad guy, Iran,
and speak with unity as much as we could so that our negotiators
could concentrate on Vienna and not on Washington and get the
very best possible agreement. And I just want to tell you, Mr.
Chairman, I looked at the framework that was agreed to in April,
and looking at the final agreements that we have gotten today, our
negotiators got an awful lot, particularly on the nuclear front,
which is beyond my expertise. There were many rumors during
these last couple of months as to what was going to be in this
agreement and how it was going to be weakened from the April
framework that, in fact, have been strengthened since the April
framework. So I just want to applaud our negotiators for taking the
strength of our unity and turning it into results in Vienna. And we
will be talking a little bit about that as we go forward.

The objective of an Iranian nuclear agreement is to prevent Iran
from ever becoming a nuclear weapon state. That is our simple ob-
jective. We know who we are dealing with. This is a state sponsor
of terrorism. This is a country that abuses human rights. We know
all that. But we are trying to prevent Iran from becoming a nuclear
weapon power because we know that is a game changer in the re-
gion. That is the objective of this agreement.

And that is the standard that we have to use when evaluating
this agreement, because there is no trust with Iran. The Supreme
Leader, on Friday after the agreements were entered into, said “we
will trample upon America.” We do not trust Iran, but we have got
to leave emotion out of this. We have got to look at the agreements,
and we have got to determine whether this agreement will put us
on a path that makes it less likely or more likely that Iran will be-
come a nuclear weapon power. That has got to be the test that we
use.

So, Mr. Chairman, I have many questions that I hope we will get
answers today. I hope those answers will provoke a debate among
us in Congress and the American people and help us make the
right decisions. Since there is no trust, the inspection enforcement
regill{ne is particularly important. We need to understand how it
works.

Do we have sufficient time to discover if Iran is violating the
terms of this agreement in order to take effective action to prevent
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Iran from becoming a nuclear weapon power? That is a question
that we need to understand. We need to know the breakout times.
We need to know what happens after certain time limits conclude.
Do we have sufficient opportunity to prevent Iran from ever becom-
ing a nuclear weapon state, the commitment that they make under
this agreement? Are the inspections robust enough to deter Iran
from c?heating, and if they do, will we discover and be able to take
action?

Mr. Chairman, you raised the 24-day window. I think all of us
recognize there is going to be a protocol for inspection. That does
not get us by surprise. But we need to know whether the 24-day
delay, knowing what Iran is likely to do, will compromise our abil-
ity to have effective inspections? And I hope our witnesses will deal
with that today because that is a matter of major concern. We need
to know the answer to that.

Have we cut off all pathways for Iran to obtain a nuclear weap-
on, particularly covert military use operations? We know that is a
major concern. That is why the PMD 1s particularly important. The
chairman mentioned the PMD and the work of the IAEA—the
TIAEA are our inspectors, our international inspectors. They have
great credibility in this area, but we would want to know whether
they have the capacity to do what we are asking them to do. Will
they have the access that we need because we do need to know
about their prior military dimension in order to be able to go for-
ward and make sure that we can contain any opportunity they may
use for covert activities? Will we discover it and be able to take ac-
tion?

These are questions that we are going to ask. We have read the
agreement, and we still have questions, and we hope we will get
answers as to whether this agreement effectively prevents Iran
from using covert activities to develop a nuclear weapon.

Will this agreement provide us, the IAEA, with sufficient access
to the people, places, and documents so that we know their prior
military dimension? Are the snapback provisions for reimposing
sanctions adequate if Iran violates this agreement? That is an issue
that I hope we will have a chance to talk about. At the end of the
time limits in the agreement, Iran will have the capacity to ex-
pand, as the chairman rightly pointed out, to an industrial capac-
ity. They can get there in nuclear enrichment, in uranium enrich-
ment. That they can do.

Do we have sufficient capacity, knowing their commitments for
nonproliferation, knowing the requirements of the additional proto-
cols, to prevent Iran from becoming a nuclear power? Do we have
enough break-out time and sufficient tools to prevent Iran from be-
coming a nuclear weapon power should they try to become one
after the time limits lift? These are questions that we need to have
the answers to before we can make our judgments.

There are other areas. I want to be reassured that the United
States still has the flexibility to impose nonnuclear sanctions on
Iran for its support of terrorism, human rights abuses, and in re-
sponse to its ballistic missile program. No one expects Iran’s bad
behavior to change on implementation day. We know who we are
dealing with. Will we be able to use the powers we have used in
the past and build upon them to take action against Iran, particu-
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larly since they will have additional resources? Can we do that?
And can Congress work with the administration to strengthen
those tools without violating the JCPOA?

I want to know how the administration is updating its regional
deterrence strategy against nefarious and destabilizing Iranian ac-
tivities, and how we are going to work with our partners to build
up their capacity to counter Iran, especially Israel. The chairman
mentioned the lifting of the international arms embargo. That is of
great concern as to what impact it will have on our regional part-
ners. How will it impact an arms race in that region of the world?
These are questions that we need to get the best information we
can in making our decisions.

And lastly, let me mention this because I think it is critically im-
portant. What are our options if the United States walks away
from this? How will we be received internationally? Will we be able
to maintain effective enforcement of sanctions with our inter-
national partners, and will Iran come back to a negotiating table
with a country that has walked away from an agreement? These
are questions that we need to understand. We need to know that
the options are right do—we go forward or not, and what are the
consequences if we do not go forward?

So, Mr. Chairman, we have a full plate, and I look forward to
hearing from our witnesses. And I hope that the members of this
committee will use the information that we get today to debate the
issue, take the time that we have, and do what is right for the
American people, and ultimately make the decision that we think
is best to prevent Iran from becoming a nuclear weapon power.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator. I appreciate so much the
way we have worked together on so many issues and the entire
committee.

With that, I know that our witnesses here today need no intro-
duction. They are well known not only here, but around the world.
In spite of our policy differences, I think each of us deeply appre-
ciate the witnesses that make up this panel. There may not be pol-
icy differences in some cases, but we deeply appreciate the tremen-
dous effort that you put out on behalf of our country. We thank you
for being here today. And we thank you for being willing to be here
today as long it takes for everybody to get their answers.

And with that, I would like to introduce collectively Secretary
John Kerry, who used to serve with us and sit on this side of the
dais; Secretary Ernie Moniz, who has been incredibly helpful to all
of us in understanding the technical aspects of the deal, and some-
one that I think we all appreciate deeply; Secretary Lew, who has
served in multiple positions here, has been certainly affirmed by
this committee several times. We thank you all for your great serv-
ice to our Nation in spite of some of the concerns that we have here
today.

I think you all understand the drill. Take five minutes or so to
explain. As I have looked at your testimony, I know it is very brief.
Just to warn people in advance, I am going to defer my questions,
Ben, and move to you immediately thereafter, and use my time to
interject as things move along.

So with that, Secretary Kerry.
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STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN F. KERRY, SECRETARY OF STATE,
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE, WASHINGTON, DC

Secretary KERRY. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Mem-
ber Cardin, members of the committee, and friends, and former col-
leagues. We really do appreciate the chance to discuss with you the
comprehensive plan that we and our P5+1 partners have developed
with Iran regarding the future of its nuclear program.

And let me emphasize to everybody here, this is not just the
United States of America. These are other nuclear powers: France,
the United Kingdom, Russia, China. They have a pretty good un-
derstanding of this field and of the challenges, and I appreciate the
way in which they and Germany, which was the plus-one, all came
together, all contributed, all were part of this debate.

So you are not just looking at what this table negotiated. You are
looking at what the international community, the P5+1 under the
auspices of the U.N. negotiated. And they are not dumb. They are
experts, every one of them, in nuclear technology, in ratification, in
verification. They are smart people who have spent a lifetime at
this. And they have signed off on this agreement.

Now, I am joined by two Cabinet Secretaries whose help was ab-
solutely invaluable in reaching this deal, and I thank all of you for
the role that Congress played. I was privileged to be the chairman
of this committee when we passed the Iran sanctions effort, and we
all remember the debate. We passed it unanimously, and it played
a very significant role in bringing Iran to the table and in helping
to make clear that we needed to bring about a serious and produc-
tive negotiation with Iran.

From the day that those talks began, we were crystal clear that
we would not accept anything less than a good deal—and we de-
fined it up front as a deal that closed off the four pathways to a
bomb, the uranium pathways, the one plutonium pathway, and the
covert pathway. So we set our standard, and we believe we have
achieved that standard. After almost 2 years of very intensive
talks, the facts are also crystal clear: that the plan that was an-
nounced last week in Vienna is, in fact, a deal that does shut off
those pathways, and provides us with guarantees for the lifetime
of the NPT that we will know what they are doing.

Now, the chairman mentioned in his opening comments some
phrase about unless we give Iran what they want. Folks, they al-
ready have what they want. They got it 10 years ago or more. They
already have conquered the fuel cycle. When we began our negotia-
tions, Iran had enough fissile material for 10 to 12 bombs. They
had 19,000 centrifuges, up from the 163 that they had back in 2003
when the prior administration was engaged with them on this very
topic.

So this is not a question of giving them what they want. It is a
question of how do you hold their program back, how do you dis-
mantle their weapons program, not their whole program. Let us
understand what was really on the table here.

We set out to dismantle their ability to be able to build a nuclear
weapon, and we have achieved that. Nobody has ever talked about
actually dismantling their entire program because when that was
being talked about, that is when they went from 163 centrifuges to
19,000. Everybody here at this dais knows what the options are for
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actually stopping that. It is called military action because they are
not going to stop it otherwise. They have already proven that. They
proved it during all those years.

So under the terms of this agreement, Iran has agreed now to
remove 98 percent of its stockpile voluntarily. They are going to de-
stroy 98 percent of their stockpile of enriched uranium. They are
going to dismantle two-thirds of their installed centrifuges, and
they are going to take out the existing core of an existing heavy-
water reactor and fill it with concrete.

Iran has agreed to refrain from producing or acquiring highly en-
riched uranium and weapons-grade plutonium for at least 15 years.
And if they begin to do that, Ernie Moniz will tell you we will know
it immediately.

Iran has also agreed to accept the Additional Protocol, and the
Additional Protocol is an outgrowth of the failure of the North
Korea experience, which put in additional access requirements pre-
cisely so that we do know what Iran is doing. And they have to rat-
ify it before the U.N. sanctions are lifted. At the end of this proc-
ess, they have to have ratified—they have to have passed it. They
have agreed to live by it from day one. They are going to live by
the Additional Protocol. In addition, there are additional trans-
parency measures that we can go into in the course of this hearing.

Now, if Iran fails to comply, we will know it, and we will know
it quickly, and we will be able to respond accordingly by reinstating
sanctions all the way up to the most Draconian options that we
have today. None of them are off the table at any point in time.

So many of the measures that are in this agreement are there
for not just for 10 years, not just for 15 years, not just for 20 years,
not just for 25 years—of which there are measures for each of those
periods of time—but they are for life, forever, as long as Iran is in
the NPT. By the way, North Korea pulled out of the NPT. Iran has
not pulled out of the NPT.

Remember that, 2 years ago, when our negotiations began, we
faced an Iran that was enriching uranium up to 20 percent at a
facility that was secret and buried underground. And they were
rapidly stockpiling enriched uranium and had installed nearly
20,000 nuclear centrifuges. They were building a heavy-water reac-
tor that could produce weapons-grade plutonium at the rate of
enough to produce one or two bombs a year. And experts assessed
that the breakout time—the interval required to rush to be able to
produce enough fissile material for one nuclear weapon—was about
2 to 3 months.

If this deal is rejected, we return immediately to this reality, ex-
cept that the diplomatic support that we have built with all these
other countries, that we have accumulated, would disappear over-
night.

Now, let me underscore, the alternative to the deal that we have
reached is not what I have seen some ads on TV suggesting dis-
ingenuously. It is not a “better deal,” some sort of unicorn arrange-
ment involving Iran’s complete capitulation. That is a fantasy,
plain and simple. And our own intelligence community will tell you
that. Every single agency of our intelligence community will rein-
force that to you.
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The choice we face is between an agreement that will ensure
Iran’s nuclear program is limited, rigorously scrutinized, and whol-
ly peaceful, or no deal at all. That is the choice. The fact is that
there are 189 nations that live by the NPT. Five of them are, as
we know, the main nuclear powers of the U.N., and 184 of them
are non-nuclear-weapons states in power. But they live by it. And
we have lived by what the IAEA does with respect to ensuring the
surety of what all of those 184 nations are doing, including 12 that
enrich.

Now, if the U.S. Congress moves to unilaterally reject what was
agreed to in Vienna, the result will be the United States of Amer-
ica walking away from every one of the restrictions that we have
achieved. And a great big green light for Iran to double the pace
of its uranium enrichment, proceed full speed ahead with the
heavy-water reactor, install new and more efficient centrifuges, and
do it all without the unprecedented inspection and transparency
measures that we have secured. Everything that we have pre-
vented will then start taking place, and all the voluntary roll backs
of their program will be undone.

Moreover, if the United States—after laboriously negotiating this
multilateral agreement with five other partners—were to walk
away from those partners, we are on our own. Our partners will
not walk away with us. Instead they will walk away from the
tough multilateral sanctions regime that they have helped to put
in place, and we will have squandered the best chance we have to
solve this problem through peaceful means.

Now, make no mistake. President Obama has made it crystal
clear that we will never accept a nuclear-armed Iran. He is the
only President who has developed a weapon capable of guaran-
teeing that, and he has not only developed it, he has deployed it.
But the fact is that Iran now has—we all do not like it, but wheth-
er we like it or not, Iran has developed experience with a nuclear
fuel cycle. They have developed the ability to produce the fissile
material for a bomb, and we cannot bomb that knowledge away,
nor can we sanction the knowledge away.

Remember, sanctions did not stop Iran’s nuclear program from
growing steadily, to the point that it had accumulated enough
fissile material to produce those 10 nuclear weapons. By the way,
they did not choose to produce them. Unlike North Korea, which
created a nuclear weapon, and exploded one, and pulled out of the
NPT, Iran has done none of that.

The truth is that the Vienna plan will provide a stronger, more
comprehensive, and more lasting means of limiting Iran’s nuclear
program than any alternative that has been spoken of. And to
those who are thinking about opposing the deal because of what
might happen in year 15, or 16, or 20, remember if we walk away,
year 15 or 16 or 20 starts tomorrow, and without any of the long-
telrm verification or transparency safeguards that we have put in
place.

Now, over the past week I have spoken at length about what ex-
actly this deal is. I also want to make clear what this deal was
never intended to be. First of all, as the chief negotiator, I can tell
you I never uttered the words “anywhere, any time,” nor was it
ever part of the discussion that we had with the Iranians.
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This plan was designed to address the nuclear issue alone, be-
cause we knew that if we got caught up with all the other issues,
we would never get where we needed to stop the nuclear program.
It would be rope-a-dope, staying there forever, negotiating one as-
pect or another. And the highest priority of President Obama was
to make sure that Iran could not get a nuclear weapon, so we were
disciplined in that.

We did not set out, even though we do not like it, and I have
extensive plans that I will lay out to you if you want them about
how we are going to push back against Iran’s other activities,
against terrorism, its support, its contributions to sectarian vio-
lence in the Middle East and other things. All of those are unac-
ceptable. They are as unacceptable to us as they are to you. But
I have got news for you. Pushing back against an Iran with a nu-
clear weapon is very different from pushing back against an Iran
without one. And we are guaranteeing they will not have one.

So we are working very closely with the Gulf States. Just today
in Saudi Arabia—Ash Carter was there yesterday—the Foreign
Minister said that the nuclear deal appears to have all of the provi-
sions necessary to curtail Iran’s ability to obtain a nuclear weapon.
That is Saudi Arabia. The Emiratis are supportive. The foreign
minister of Iran is going to be in the United Arab Emirates this
weekend.

So I would suggest respectfully that we are going to continue to
press Iran for information about the missing American and for the
immediate release of Americans who have been unjustly held. And
there is not a challenge in the entire region that we will not push
back against if Iran is involved in it. But I will tell you, none of
those challenges will be resolved if Iran gets a nuclear weapon.

So the outcome cannot be guaranteed by sanctions alone. I wish
it could, but it cannot be. And by the way, it also cannot be guaran-
teed by military action alone. Our own military tells us that. The
only viable option here is a comprehensive diplomatic resolution of
the type that was reached in Vienna, and that deal, we believe—
and we believe we will show you today and in the days ahead—
will make our country and our allies safer.

It will ensure that Iran’s nuclear program remains under intense
scrutiny forever, and we will know what they are doing. And it will
ensure that the world community is united in ensuring that Iran’s
nuclear activities are and remain wholly peaceful even as we also
stay united in pushing back against its other activities in the re-
gion which we object to.

We believe this is a good deal for the world, a good deal for
America, a good deal for our allies and friends in the region. And
we think it does deserve your support.

[The prepared statement of Secretary Kerry follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SECRETARY OF STATE JOHN F. KERRY

Chairman Corker, Ranking Member Cardin, members of the committee, friends
and former colleagues—I appreciate the chance to discuss with you the comprehen-
sive plan that we and our P5+1 partners have developed with Iran regarding the
future of its nuclear program.

I am joined by the two Cabinet Secretaries whose help was invaluable in reaching
this deal—Treasury Secretary Jack Lew and Energy Secretary Ernie Moniz.

I want to thank all of you for the role that Congress has played in getting us to
this point and particularly for this committee’s hard work in enacting sanctions that
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achieved their purpose—by bringing about serious, productive negotiations with
Iran.

From the day those talks began, we were crystal clear that we would not accept
anything less than a good deal—a deal that shuts off all of Iran’s pathways toward
fissile material for a nuclear weapon and resolves the international community’s
concerns about Iran’s nuclear program.

After 18 months of intense talks, the facts are also crystal clear: the plan
announced last week in Vienna is the good deal we have sought.

Under its terms, Iran must get rid of 98 percent of its stockpile of enriched ura-
nium, two-thirds of its installed centrifuges, and the existing core of its heavy-water
reactor.

Iran will be barred from producing or acquiring both highly enriched uranium and
weapons-grade plutonium for at least the next 15 years.

Iran will be subject to the most comprehensive and intrusive verification and
transparency measures ever negotiated—so that if Iran cheats, we will know it
quickly and be able to respond accordingly. And many of these measures will be in
place not just for 10 or 15 or 20 years, but for the lifetime of Iran’s nuclear program,
which will enable us to verifiably ensure it remains exclusively peaceful.

Remember that, 2 years ago, when our negotiations began, we faced an Iran that
was enriching uranium up to 20 percent at a facility built in secret and buried in
a mountain; was rapidly stockpiling enriched uranium; had installed nearly 20,000
nuclear centrifuges; and was building a heavy-water reactor that could produce
weapons-grade plutonium at a rate of one to two bombs per year. Experts tabbed
Iran’s so-called breakout time—the interval required for it to have enough fissile
material for a bomb—at 2 to 3 months.

This is the reality we would return to if this deal is rejected—except that the dip-
lomatic support we have been steadily accumulating in recent years would dis-
appear overnight.

Let me underscore—the alternative to the deal we have reached is not a better
deal—some sort of unicorn arrangement involving Iran’s complete capitulation.
That’s a fantasy—plain and simple.

The choice we face is between a deal that will ensure Iran’s nuclear program is
limited, rigorously scrutinized, and wholly peaceful—or no deal at all.

If we walk away from what was agreed in Vienna, we will be walking away from
every one of the restrictions we have negotiated, and giving Iran the green light to
double the pace of its uranium enrichment; proceed full speed ahead with a heavy-
water reactor; install new and more efficient centrifuges; and do it all without the
unprecedented inspection and transparency measures we’ve secured.

If we walk away, our partners will not walk away with us. Instead, they will walk
away from the tough multilateral sanctions regime they helped us to put in place.
We will be left to go it alone and whatever limited economic pressure from sanctions
would remain would certainly not compel Tehran to negotiate or to make any deeper
concessions.They would instead push the program ahead potentially forcing military
conflict. And we will have squandered the best chance we have to solve this problem
through peaceful means.

Make no mistake: we will never accept a nuclear-armed Iran. But the fact is that
Iran has extensive experience with nuclear fuel cycle technology. We cannot bomb
that knowledge away. Nor can we sanction that knowledge away. Remember that
sanctions did not stop Iran’s nuclear program from growing steadily, to the point
it had accumulated enough low-enriched uranium that, if further enriched, could be
used to produce about 10 nuclear bombs.

The truth is that the Vienna plan will provide a stronger, more comprehensive,
and more lasting means of limiting Iran’s nuclear program than any realistic alter-
native.

And to those who are thinking about opposing the deal because of what might
happen in year 15 or 16—remember that, if we walk away, year 15 starts tomor-
row—and without any of the long-term verification or transparency safeguards that
we have put in place to ensure that we prevent Iran from acquiring a nuclear
weapon.

Over the past week, I have spoken at length about what, exactly, this deal is. But
I also want to make clear what this deal was never expected or intended to be.

This plan was designed to address the nuclear issue alone, not to reform Iran’s
regime, or end its support for terrorism, or its contributions to sectarian violence
in the Middle East. Those are all issues about which we remain deeply concerned
and will continue to take real steps, which is why we are upholding our unprece-
dented levels of security cooperation with Israel; why we are working so closely with
the Gulf States and continue to maintain a robust military presence in the region
and countering Iran’s destabilizing activities; why we will keep striving to prevent
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terrorist groups—including Hamas and Hezbollah—from acquiring weapons; and

why U.S. sanctions related to human rights, terrorism, and ballistic missiles will

remain in place. It is also why we will continue to press Iran for information about

I;ihe mis;ing and for the immediate release of Americans who have been unjustly
etained.

The fact is, there is not a challenge in the entire region that would not become
much worse if Iran had a nuclear weapon—and that is exactly why this deal is so
important. Its provisions will help us to address the full range of regional challenges
without the looming threat of a nuclear-armed Iran.

That outcome cannot be guaranteed either by sanctions alone or—on an enduring
basis—by military action. The only viable option is a comprehensive diplomatic reso-
lution of the type reached in Vienna. That deal will make our country and our allies
safer. It will ensure that Iran’s nuclear program remains under intense scrutiny.
And it will ensure that the world community is united in ensuring that Iran’s
nuclear activities are and remain wholly peaceful. It is a good deal for the world—
a good deal for America—and it richly deserves your support. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.
Secretary Moniz.

STATEMENT OF HON. ERNEST MONIZ, SECRETARY OF
ENERGY, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY, WASHINGTON, DC

Secretary MoN1Z. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member
Cardin, and members of the committee. I do appreciate the oppor-
tunity to come here to discuss the JCPOA reached between the E—
3/EU+3, and Iran. The agreement prevents Iran from getting a nu-
clear weapon, provides strong verification measures that give us
time to respond if Iran chose to violate the terms, and fundamen-
tally takes none of our options off the table.

I want to stress that America’s leading nuclear experts at the
Department of Energy and our National Laboratories were in-
volved throughout these negotiations. Argonne, Livermore, Los Ala-
mos, Oak Ridge, Pacific Northwest, Sandia, Savannah River, the
Y-12 National Security Complex, and the Kansas City plant all
played important roles.

These nuclear experts were essential to evaluating and devel-
oping technical proposals in support of the U.S. delegation. As a re-
sult of their work, I am confident that the technical underpinnings
of this deal are solid, and the Department of Energy stands ready
to assist in the implementation.

The deal meets the President’s objectives: verification that the
Iranian nuclear program is exclusively peaceful and sufficient lead
time to respond if it proves otherwise. The JCPOA will extend for
at least 10 years the time it would take for Iran to produce just
the fissile material for a first nuclear explosive to at least 1 year—
from the current breakout time of 2, perhaps 3 months.

The deal addresses the uranium enrichment, plutonium, and cov-
ert pathways to a nuclear weapon. The first point I would like to
make is that the Lausanne Parameters, as the ranking member
mentioned, are maintained and, in fact, strengthened—not weak-
ened, but strengthened—in the final agreement.

This means restricting the number, type, and location of cen-
trifuges, dialing back the R&D program, dramatically reducing
Iran’s enriched uranium stockpile from 12,000 to 300 kilograms of
low enriched uranium hexafluoride, and prohibiting introduction of
any fissile materials to Fordow. Excess infrastructure is also re-
moved from both Natanz and Fordow. All these reasons taken to-
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gether establish the one-year breakout timeline for accumulating
highly enriched uranium.

And something that we have not stressed, but I do want to add,
at the end of these 10 years, Iran will have far fewer than 19,000
centrifuges because they acknowledge the breakage rate, if you
like, of our IR-1s, and they will not have a large replacement ca-
pacity because of the agreement.

In addition, Iran will have no source of weapons-grade pluto-
nium. The Arak reactor is transformed under international over-
sight and participation to produce far less plutonium than their
current design, and no weapons-grade plutonium in normal oper-
ation, and essentially immediate recognition if they try to deviate
from that practice. Furthermore, all of the irradiated fuel, pluto-
nium-bearing fuel, from that reactor goes out of the country for life,
the life of the reactor.

This deal goes beyond the parameters in Lausanne in a number
of ways. One area is that Iran will not engage in several activities
that could contribute to the development of a nuclear explosive de-
vice, including multiple point explosive systems and special neu-
tron sources. These commitments are indefinite. And in addition,
for 15 years, Iran will not pursue plutonium, or uranium, or ura-
nium alloy metallurgy. Because Iran will not engage in activities
needed to use weapons-grade material for an explosive device, an
additional period should be added to our stated breakout timeline.

To be clear, the deal is not built on trust. It is pretty hard-
nosed—hard-nosed requirements that will limit Iran’s activities
and ensure inspections, transparency, and verification. I can assure
you this is not what Iran wanted. It is a substantial dialing back
of their—of their program.

To preclude cheating, international inspectors will be given un-
precedented access to all of Iran’s declared nuclear facilities. I
guess we could make an exception if there were military occupa-
tion, but that is not the case here or with any other sites of con-
cern. As well as the entire nuclear supply chain from the uranium
supply to centrifuge manufacturing and operation. And this access
to the uranium supply chain comes with a 25-year commitment.
And beyond 25 years, even after a quarter century of compliance
with a peaceful program, assuming we get there, we still have, as
we have said many times, the additional protocol in place to mon-
itor Iran’s nuclear activities.

But another thing that we have, also in perpetuity, is their ad-
herence to Modified Code 3.1, which means that they must notify
the IAEA even before they start building any nuclear facility. This
eliminates a loophole where one could do something covertly and
then say, you know, oops, we were planning to notify before we
bought nuclear material. They must do this now in the planning
stage, so it is another thing that we have beyond 25 years.

The TAEA will be permitted to use advanced technologies, and,
again, this was nailed down after Lausanne, including things like
real time enrichment monitoring, which I might say is a technology
developed by our DUE Laboratories. In this case, by the way, Oak
Ridge played a major role, Mr. Chairman.

If the international community suspects Iran is trying to cheat,
the TAEA can request access to any suspicious location. Much has



168

been made about a 24-day process for ensuring IAEA inspectors
can get access. I would say that, unlike Secretary Kerry, I did say
the words “any time, anywhere,” and I am very pleased that yester-
day a member of your caucus acknowledged, however, that the full
sentence was “any time, anywhere in the sense of a well-defined
process with a well-defined end time.” So I am pleased that we
have established that.

In fact, the JAEA can request access to any suspicious location
with 24 hours’ notice under the Additional Protocol, which Iran,
again, will implement. The deal does not change that baseline. The
issue is there then if agreement is not reached, then when the
TIAEA requests access, this 24-day clock will start. And this is a
new tool, a finite time, a new tool for resolving disputes within
what we think is a short period of time, and “short” is defined be-
cause of our confidence in environmental sampling that we will
then be able to implement to detect microscopic traces of nuclear
materials, even after attempts are made to remove the evidence of
activities with nuclear material.

And, in fact, Iran’s history provides a good example. In February
2003, the IAEA requested access to a suspicious facility in Tehran.
It was denied. Negotiations dragged out for 6 months, but even
after that long delay, environmental samples taken by the IAEA
revealed nuclear activity even though Iran had made a substantial
effort to remove and cover up the evidence. And we have, in addi-
tion, conducted our own experiments to verify the ability to detect
very, very small traces of uranium.

The agreement will be implemented in phases, as has been said
already: some 10 years, 15 years, 20, 25 years, and then, as I have
already described, the key transparency measures that stay beyond
25 years, of course, as long as Iran is in the NPT. And if they were
not in the NPT, every alarm would go off all over the place and
appropriate actions would, of course, be taken.

In closing, I just want to acknowledge the tireless work of the ne-
gotiating team lead by my colleague, Secretary Kerry. The U.S.
Multi-Agency delegation worked together seamlessly. And the E-3/
EU+3 displayed remarkable cohesion throughout this very complex
endeavor. The continued collaboration and cooperation among the
leading nations, in particular, the P+5 of the U.N. Security Council,
is really crucial to ensuring that Iran complies with the JCPOA so
as to avoid the reimposition of a major international sanctions re-
gime, and probably other responses as well.

I just want to say again the deal is based on science and anal-
ysis. Because of its deep grounding and exhaustive technical anal-
ysis carried out largely by our DOE scientists and engineers, again,
I am confident that this is a good deal for America, for our allies,
and for our global security.

And just to respond to Ranking Member Cardin’s criterion, Iran
will be farther from a nuclear weapon capability all the time with,
rather than without, this agreement.

So, again, thank you for the opportunity to be here. I look for-
ward to the discussion.

[The prepared statement of Secretary Moniz follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF SECRETARY OF ENERGY ERNEST MONIZ

Chairman Corker, Ranking Member Cardin and members of the committee, thank
you for the opportunity to discuss the historic Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action
(JCPOA) reached between the E3/EU+3 (China, France, Germany, Russia, the
United Kingdom, the European Union, and the United States) and Iran.

The JCPOA prevents Iran from getting a nuclear weapon, provides strong
verification measures that give us ample time to respond if Iran chose to violate its
terms, and takes none of our options off the table.

America’s leading nuclear experts at the Department of Energy were involved
throughout these negotiations. The list of labs and sites that provided support is
long, including Argonne National Laboratory, Lawrence Livermore National Labora-
tory, Los Alamos National Laboratory, Oak Ridge National Laboratory, Pacific
Northwest National Laboratory, Sandia National Laboratory, Savannah River
Nlational Laboratory, the Y-12 National Security Complex, and the Kansas City
Plant.

These nuclear experts were essential to evaluating and developing technical pro-
posals in support of the U.S. delegation. As a result of their work, I am confident
that the technical underpinnings of this deal are solid and the Department of
Energy stands ready to assist in its implementation.

This deal clearly meets the President’s objectives: verification of an Iranian nu-
clear program that is exclusively peaceful and sufficient lead time to respond if it
proves otherwise. The JCPOA will extend for at least 10 years the time it would
take for Iran to produce enough fissile material for a first nuclear explosive device
to at least 1 year from the current breakout time of just 2 to 3 months.

Let me take a moment to walk through how the JCPOA blocks each of Iran’s
pathways to the fissile material for a nuclear weapon: the high enriched uranium
pathways through the Natanz and Fordow enrichment facilities, the plutonium
pathway at the Arak reactor, and the covert pathway.

Iran will reduce its stockpile of up-to-5-percent enriched uranium hexafluoride,
which is equivalent now to almost 12,000 kg, by nearly 98 percent to only 300 kilo-
grams of low (3.67 percent) enriched uranium hexafluoride, and will not exceed this
level for 15 years. In particular, Iran will be required to get rid of its 20-percent
enriched uranium that is not fabricated into fuel for the Tehran Research Reactor.
This is important because excess 20 percent enriched uranium could be converted
into feed for centrifuges, which would be about 90 percent of the way to bomb
material.

Iran’s installed centrifuges will be reduced by two-thirds, leaving it with just over
5,000 operating centrifuges at Natanz—its only enrichment facility—under contin-
uous TAEA monitoring. For the next 10 years, only the oldest and least capable cen-
trifuges, the IR-1, will be allowed to operate.

Iran has an established R&D program for a number of advanced centrifuges (IR-
2, IR-5, IR-6, IR-8). This pace of the program will be slowed substantially and will
be carried out only at Natanz for 15 years, under close International Atomic Energy
Agency (IAEA) monitoring. Iran will not pursue other approaches to uranium
enrichment.

The underground uranium enrichment facility at Fordow will be converted to a
nuclear, physics, and technology center where specific projects such as stable isotope
production are undertaken. There will be no uranium enrichment, no uranium
enrichment research and development, and no nuclear material at the site at all for
15 years. In cooperation with Russia, Iran will pursue a limited program for produc-
tion of stable isotopes, such as those used for medical applications. And the IAEA
will have a right to daily access at Fordow as well.

All of these reasons taken together establish the 1 year breakout timeline for
accumulating high enriched uranium.

In addition, Iran will have no source of weapons-grade plutonium. The Arak reac-
tor, which according to its original design could have been a source of plutonium
for a nuclear weapon, will be transformed to produce far less plutonium overall and
no weapons-grade plutonium when operated normally. All spent fuel from the reac-
tor that could be reprocessed to recover plutonium will be sent out of the country,
and all of this will be under a rigorous IAEA inspection regime.

This deal goes beyond the parameters established in Lausanne in a very impor-
tant area. Under this deal, Iran will not engage in several activities that could con-
tribute to the development of a nuclear explosive device, including multiple point
explosive systems. These commitments are indefinite. In addition, Iran will not pur-
sue plutonium or uranium (or its alloys) metallurgy for 15 years. Because Iran will
not engage in activities needed to use weapons grade material for an explosive
device, an additional period can be added to the breakout timeline.
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To be clear, this deal is not built on trust. It is built on hard-nosed requirements
that will limit Iran’s activities and ensure inspections, transparency, and verifica-
tion. To preclude cheating, international inspectors will be given unprecedented
access to all of Iran’s declared nuclear facilities and any other sites of concern, as
well as the entire nuclear supply chain, from uranium supply to centrifuge manufac-
turing and operation. And this access to the uranium supply chain comes with a
25 year commitment.

The IAEA will be permitted to use advanced technologies, such as enrichment
monitoring devices and electronic seals. DOE national laboratories have developed
many such technologies.

If the international community suspects that Iran is trying to cheat, the IAEA can
request access to any suspicious location. Much has been made about a 24-day proc-
ess for ensuring that IAEA inspectors can get access to undeclared nuclear sites.
In fact, the JAEA can request access to any suspicious location with 24 hours’ notice
under the Additional Protocol, which Iran will implement under this deal. This deal
does not change that baseline. The JCPOA goes beyond that baseline, recognizing
that disputes could arise regarding IAEA access to sensitive facilities, and provides
a crucial new tool for resolving such disputes within a short period of time so that
the TAEA gets the access it needs in a timely fashion—within 24 days. Most impor-
tant, environmental sampling can detect microscopic traces of nuclear materials
even after attempts are made to remove the nuclear material.

In fact, Iran’s history provides a good example. In February 2003, the IAEA
requested access to a suspicious facility in Tehran suspected of undeclared nuclear
activities. Negotiations over access to the site dragged on for 6 months, but even
after that long delay, environmental samples taken by the IAEA revealed nuclear
activity even though Iran had made a substantial effort to remove and cover up the
evidence. This deal dramatically shortens the period over which Iran could drag out
an access dispute.

The JCPOA will be implemented in phases—with some provisions in place for 10
years, others for 15 and others for 20 or 25 years. Even after 25 years, key trans-
parency measures, such as the legal obligations Iran will assume under the Addi-
tional Protocol, remain in place indefinitely as part of its adherence to the Nuclear
Nonproliferation Treaty regime.

In closing, I want to acknowledge the tireless work of the negotiating team, led
by Secretary Kerry. The U.S. multiagency delegation worked together collegially and
seamlessly, and the E3/EU+3 displayed remarkable cooperation and cohesion
throughout this complex endeavor. The continued cooperation among leading
nations, in particular the permanent members of the U.N. Security Council and the
EU, is crucial to ensuring that Iran complies with the JCPOA so as to avoid the
reimposition of a major international sanctions regime.

This deal is based on science and analysis. Because of its deep grounding in
exhaustive technical analysis, carried out largely by highly capable DOE scientists
and engineers, I am confident that this is a good deal for America, for our allies,
and for our global security.

Thank you for the opportunity to be here. I look forward to answering your
questions.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.
Secretary Lew.

STATEMENT OF HON. JACOB LEW, SECRETARY OF THE TREAS-
URY, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, WASHINGTON,
DC

Secretary LEW. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Chairman Corker,
Ranking Member Cardin, members of the committee, thanks for
the opportunity to speak today about the Joint Comprehensive
Plan of Action. A foreign policy decision of this significance de-
serves thorough review. I am confident that a full and a fair debate
on the merits will make it clear that this deal will strengthen our
national security and that of our allies.

The powerful array of U.S. and international sanctions on Iran
constitutes the most effective sanctions regime in history. These
measures have clearly demonstrated to Iran’s leaders the cost of
flouting international law, cutting them off from the world’s mar-
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kets and crippling their economy. Today the Iranian economy is
about 20 percent smaller than it would have been had it remained
on a pre-2012 growth path.

The United States Government stood at the forefront of this ef-
fort across two administrations and with the bipartisan support in
Congress and of this committee. Together we established a web of
far-reaching United States and international sanctions that ulti-
mately persuaded Iran’s leadership after years of intransigence to
come to the table prepared to roll back its nuclear program.

International consensus and cooperation to achieve this pressure
is vital. The world’s major powers have been and remain united in
preventing a nuclear armed Iran. That unity of purpose produced
four tough U.N. Security Council resolutions and national level
sanctions in many countries, and secured adherence to U.S. sanc-
tions by countries around the world.

The point of these sanctions was to change Iran’s nuclear behav-
ior while holding out the prospect of relief if the world’s concerns
were addressed. Accordingly, once the IAEA verifies that Iran has
completed key steps to roll back its nuclear program and extend its
breakout time to at least 1 year, phased sanctions relief would
come into effect.

There is no signing bonus. To be clear, there will be no imme-
diate changes to U.N., EU, or U.S. sanctions. Only if Iran fulfills
the necessary nuclear conditions will the United States begin sus-
pending nuclear-related secondary sanctions on a phased-in basis,
sanctions that target third country parties doing business with
Iran.

Of course, we must guard against the possibility that Iran does
not uphold its side of the deal. That is why if Iran violates its com-
mitments once we have suspended the sanctions, we will be able
to promptly snap back both U.S. and U.N. sanctions. And since pre-
venting the U.N. snapback requires an affirmative vote from the
U.N. Security Council, the United States has the ability to effec-
tively force the reimposition of those sanctions.

Even as we phase in nuclear-related sanctions relief, we will
maintain significant sanctions that fall outside the scope of the nu-
clear deal, including our primary U.S. trade embargo. With very
limited exceptions, Iran will continue to be denied access to the
world’s largest market, and we will maintain sanctions targeting
Iran’s support for terrorist groups, such as Hezbollah, its desta-
bilizing role in Yemen, its backing of the Assad regime, its missile
program, and its human rights abuses at home. Just this week,
Treasury sanctioned several Hezbollah leaders, building on des-
ignations last month targeting the group’s front companies and
facilitators, and we will not be relieving sanctions on Iran’s Revolu-
tionary Guard Corps, its Quds Force, any of their subsidiaries, or
their senior officials.

Some argue that sanctions relief is premature until Iran ceases
these activities, and that funds Iran recovers could be diverted for
malign purposes. I understand the concern, but Iran’s ties to ter-
rorist groups are exactly why we must keep it from ever obtaining
a nuclear weapon. The combination of those two threats would
raise a nightmare scenario. A nuclear armed Iran would be a far
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more menacing threat. If we cannot solve both concerns at once, we
need to address them in turn.

JCPOA will address the nuclear danger, freeing us and our allies
to check Iran’s regional activities more aggressively. By contrast,
walking away from this deal would leave the world’s leading spon-
sor of terrorism with a short and decreasing nuclear breakout time.

We must also be measured and realistic in understanding what
sanctions relief will really mean to Iran. Iran’s $100 billion in re-
stricted foreign reserves, which many fear will be directed for ne-
farious purposes, constitute the country’s long-term savings, not its
annual budgetary allowance. We estimate that after sanctions re-
lief Iran will only be able to freely access around half of these re-
serves or about $50 billion. That is because over $20 million is com-
mitted to projects with China where it cannot be spent, and tens
of billions in additional funds are non-performing loans to Iran’s
energy and banking sector.

As a matter financial reality, Iran cannot simply spend the usa-
ble resources as they will likely be needed to meet international
payment obligations, such as financing for imports and external
debt. Moreover, President Rouhani was elected on a platform of
economic revitalization, and faces a political imperative to meet
those unfulfilled promises. He faces over half a trillion dollars in
pressing investment requirements and government obligations.

Iran is in a massive economic hole from which it will take years
to climb out. Meanwhile, we will aggressively target any attempts
by Iran to finance Hezbollah or use funds gained from sanctions re-
lief to support militant proxies, including by enhancing our co-
operation with Israel and our partners in the gulf.

Backing away from this deal to escalate the economic pressure
and try to obtain a broader capitulation from Iran would be a mis-
take. Even if one believed that extending sanctions pressure was
a better course than resolving the threat of Iran’s nuclear program,
that choice is not available. Our partners agreed to impose costly
sanctions on Iran for one reason: to put a stop to its illicit nuclear
program. If we change our terms now and insist that these coun-
tries now escalate those sanctions and apply them to all of Iran’s
objectionable activities, they would buck, and we would be left with
neither a nuclear deal, nor effective sanctions.

So it is unrealistic to think that additional sanctions pressure
would force Iran to totally capitulate, and impractical to believe we
could marshal a global coalition of partners to impose such pres-
sure after turning down a deal our partners believe is a good one.

The Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action is a strong deal with
phased relief only after Iran fulfills its commitments to roll back
its nuclear program, and a powerful snapback built in later if they
break the deal. Its terms achieve the objective they were meant to
achieve, blocking Iran’s path to a nuclear bomb. That is an over-
riding national security priority, and it should not be put at risk,
not when the prospects of an unconstrained Iranian nuclear pro-
gram presents such a threat to America and the world.

Thank you, and we look forward to answering your questions.

[The prepared statement of Secretary Lew follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY JACOB J. LEW

Chairman Corker, Ranking Member Cardin, thank you for the opportunity to
speak today about the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA) between the
P5+1 and Iran, a historic deal that will ensure that Iran’s nuclear program will be
exclusively peaceful. A foreign policy decision of such significance deserves careful,
detailed, and public analysis and hearings like this one are central to that review.
I am confident that a full and fair debate on the merits will make it clear that this
deal will strengthen our national security and that of our allies.

Secretary Kerry and Secretary Moniz have detailed how the deal effectively cuts
off all of Iran’s pathways to a nuclear weapon and ensures the inspections and
transparency necessary to verify that Iran is complying. I will focus on describing
how the international sanctions coalition that the United States and our partners
built over a nearly a decade—combined with hard-nosed diplomacy and a credible
military deterrent—allowed us to secure far-reaching and unprecedented nuclear
concessions from Iran. I will also discuss the nature of the sanctions relief contained
in this deal, and how the JCPOA is structured to maintain pressure on Iran to ful-
fill its commitments. Finally, I want to describe the powerful sanctions that will
remain in place to counter a range of malign Iranian activity outside of the nuclear
sphere—most notably its active support for terrorism, its ballistic missiles program,
destabilizing regional activities, and human rights abuses. The administration will
continue to wield these measures in a strategic and aggressive manner and will
work with our allies in the region to coordinate and intensify the impact of these
tools.

THE IMPACT OF SANCTIONS ON IRAN’S ECONOMY

Iran would not have come to the negotiating table were it not for the powerful
array of U.S. and international sanctions. These sanctions made tangible for Iran’s
leaders the costs of flouting international law, cutting them off from world markets
and crippling their economy. The U.S. Government—Congress and the Executive
branch—stood at the forefront of this effort across two administrations, successfully
pushing for four tough U.N. Security Council resolutions and deploying a web of
new and far-reaching U.S. sanctions that ultimately persuaded the Iranian leader-
ship, after years of intransigence, to come to the table prepared to roll back its
nuclear program.

To see the impact of these sanctions, consider that Iran’s economy today is around
20 percent smaller than it would have been had Iran remained on its pre-2012
growth trajectory. This means that even if Iran returns to that pre-2012 growth
rate, it would take until 2020 for Iran’s GDP to reach the level it would have been
last year absent sanctions.

Our sanctions have cost Iran more than $160 billion since 2012 in oil revenue
alone. Iran’s oil exports were cut by 60 percent, and have been held at those reduced
levels for the past 2 years. And Iran’s designated banks, as well as its Central Bank,
were cut off from the world. Since 2012, Iran’s currency, the rial, has declined by
more than 50 percent. Its inflation rate reached as high as 40 percent, and remains
one of the highest in the world.

We have maintained this pressure throughout the last 18 months of negotiations.
During the negotiation period alone, our oil sanctions deprived Iran of $70 billion
Hl oil revenue. And Iran’s total trade with the rest of the world remained virtually

at.

The international consensus and cooperation to achieve this sanctions pressure
was vital. While views on Iran’s sponsorship of groups like Hezbollah and its inter-
ventions in places like Yemen and Syria differ markedly around the world, the
world’s major powers have been—and remain—united that Iran cannot be allowed
to pursue a nuclear weapons capability. That unity of purpose produced the U.N.
Security Council resolutions and national-level sanctions in Japan, Australia, Swit-
zerland, Canada, and many other jurisdictions. In all of these cases, the sanctions
aimed to deliver a change in Iran’s nuclear behavior, while holding out the prospect
of relief if Iran addressed the world’s concerns about its nuclear program.

SANCTIONS RELIEF UNDER THE JCPOA

As you have heard from Secretaries Kerry and Moniz, the JCPOA closes off all
of Iran’s pathways to nuclear weapons capability and, critically, gives us the access
to ensure compliance and the leverage to reimpose sanctions if Iran breaches the
deal. Should Iran fully comply with the terms of the JCPOA, and should the IAEA
verify this compliance, phased sanctions relief will come into effect.
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To be clear, about 90 days from now when the JCPOA goes into effect, there will
be no immediate changes to U.N., EU or U.S. sanctions. Iran will not receive any
new relief until it fulfills all of the key nuclear-related commitments specified in the
deal, thereby pushing back its breakout time to at least 1 year. Until Iran does so,
we will simply extend the limited JPOA relief that has been in place for the last
year and a half.

Should Iran fulfill all of the necessary conditions, we will have reached what it
is known as “Implementation Day,” and phased relief will begin. At that time, the
United States will suspend nuclear-related secondary sanctions. These are the sanc-
tions that primarily target third-country parties conducting business with Iran—
including in the oil, banking, and shipping sectors. Relief from these restrictions will
be significant, to be sure. But a number of key sanctions will remain in place. Our
primary trade embargo will continue to prohibit U.S. persons from investing in Iran,
importing or exporting most goods and services, or otherwise dealing with most Ira-
nian persons and companies. For example, Iranian banks will not be able to clear
U.S. dollars through New York, hold correspondent account relationships with U.S.
financial institutions, or enter into financing arrangements with U.S. banks. Iran,
in other words, will continue to be denied access to the world’s largest financial and
commercial market.

The JCPOA makes only minor allowances to this broad prohibition. These include
allowing for the import of foodstuffs and carpets from Iran; the export on a case-
by-case basis of commercial passenger aircraft and parts to Iran—which has one of
the world’s worst aviation safety records—for civilian uses only; and the licensing
of U.S.-owned or controlled foreign entities to engage in activities with Iran con-
sistent with the JCPOA and U.S. laws.

The United States will also maintain powerful sanctions targeting Iran’s support
for terrorist groups such as Hezbollah and its sponsors in Iran’s Islamic Revolu-
tionary Guard Corps—Quds Force; its destabilizing support to the Houthis in
Yemen,; its backing of Assad’s brutal regime; its missile program; and its human
rights abuses at home. Just this week, Treasury sanctioned several Hezbollah lead-
ers, building on designations last month that targeted the group’s front companies
and facilitators. We will not be providing any sanctions relief to any of these lines
of activity and will not be delisting from sanctions the IRGC, the Quds Force, or
any of their subsidiaries or senior officials.

I also want to emphasize that secondary sanctions imposed by Congress will con-
tinue to attach to these designations, providing additional deterrence internation-
ally. For example, a foreign bank that conducts or facilitates a significant financial
transaction with Iran’s Mahan Air or Bank Saderat will risk losing its access to the
U.S. financial system. These sanctions will continue to be in place and enforced;
they are not covered by the JCPOA.

SNAPBACK

While our focus is on successfully implementing this deal, we must guard against
the possibility that Iran does not uphold its side of the deal. That is why, should
Iran violate its commitments once we have suspended sanctions, we have the mech-
anisms ready to snap them back into place. For U.S. sanctions, this can be done
in a matter of days. Multilateral sanctions at the U.N. also can be reimposed
quickly, through a mechanism that does not allow any one country or any group of
countries to prevent the reinstitution of the current U.N. Security Council sanctions
if Iran violates the deal. So, even as Iran attempts to reintegrate into the global
economy, it will remain subject to sanctions leverage.

COUNTERING TRAN’S MALIGN ACTIVITIES

As noted above, Iran’s malign activities continue to present a real danger to U.S.
interests and our allies in the region, beyond the nuclear file. I have heard some
argue that, until Iran ceases these activities, sanctions relief is premature, and that
funds that Iran recovers could be diverted to these malign activities. I understand
the concern well—no one wants to see the world’s foremost sponsor of terrorism
receive any respite from sanctions. But it is Iran’s relationships with terrorist
groups that make it so essential for us to deprive it of any possibility of obtaining
a nuclear weapon. The combination of those two threats would raise the specter of
what national security experts have termed the ultimate nightmare. If we cannot
solve both concerns at once, we need to address them in turn. The JCPOA will
address the danger of Iran’s nuclear program—Ilowering the overall threat posture
and freeing us and our allies to check Iran’s regional activities more aggressively,
while keeping our sanctions on support for terrorist activity in place. By contrast,
walking away from this deal and seeking to extend sanctions would leave the
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world’s leading sponsor of terrorism with a short and decreasing nuclear breakout
time.

None of this is to say that we view the sanctions relief Iran will receive if it com-
plies with the JCPOA with indifference. As the agency with primary responsibility
for sanctions against Iran over the last three decades, we are keenly aware of its
nefarious activities in the region and have invested years in devising and imple-
menting sanctions to frustrate its objectives.

That said, in gauging the impact of lifting these restrictions, we should be meas-
ured and realistic. These funds represent the bulk of Iran’s foreign reserves—they
are the country’s long-term savings, not its annual budgetary allowance, and as a
matter of financial management, Iran cannot simply spend them. Of the portion
that Iran spends, we assess that Iran will use the vast majority to attempt to
redress its stark economic needs. President Rouhani was elected on a platform of
economic revitalization and faces a political imperative to meet those unfulfilled
promises. Iran’s needs are vast—President Rouhani faces well over half a trillion
dollars in pressing investment requirements and government obligations. And Iran’s
economy continues to suffer from immense challenges—including perennial budget
deficits, rampant corruption, and one of the worst business environments in the
world. Put simply, Iran is in a massive hole from which it will take years to climb
out.

In any event, we will aggressively target any attempts by Iran to use funds
gained from sanctions relief to support militant proxies, including by continuing to
enhance our cooperation with Israel and our partners in the gulf.

CONCLUSION

The JCPOA is a strong deal—with phased relief in exchange for Iranian compli-
ance and a powerful snapback built in. Backing away from this deal, on the notion
that it would be feasible and preferable to escalate the economic pressure and some-
how obtain a capitulation—whether on the nuclear, regional, terrorism, or human
rights fronts—would be a mistake. Even if one believed that continuing sanctions
pressure was a better course than resolving the threat of Iran’s nuclear program,
that choice is not available.

The U.N. Security Council and our partners around the world agreed to impose
costly sanctions against Iran for one reason—to put a stop to its illicit nuclear pro-
gram. If we changed our terms now and insisted that these countries continue to
impose those sanctions on Iran, despite the availability of a diplomatic solution to
its nuclear program, they would balk. And we would be left with neither a nuclear
deal nor effective sanctions. It is unrealistic to think that additional sanctions pres-
sure would force Iran to totally capitulate—and impractical to believe that we could
marshal a global coalition of partners to impose such pressure, after turning down
a deal that our partners believe is a good one.

The terms of this deal achieve the purpose they were meant to achieve: blocking
Iran’s paths to a nuclear bomb. That is an overriding national security priority, and
its achievement should not be put at risk—mot when the prospect of an uncon-
strained Iranian nuclear program presents such a threat to America and the world.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you all very much.

Senator Cardin.

Senator CARDIN. Once again, thank you for your testimony. It
has been stated many times that the United States maintains its
ability to impose sanctions relative to support of terrorism, human
rights violations, and ballistic missile issues. And I have read the
JCPOA, and there are several paragraphs in the JCPOA that give
me concern. Let me just read one, and that is paragraph 29 where,
“The parties will refrain from any policy specifically intended to di-
rectly or adversely affect normalization of trade and economic rela-
tions with Iran.”

So, Secretary Lew, I just want to get your assurance that we
have full ability to use the tools of sanctions against Iran for its
support of terrorism, human rights, and ballistic nonnuclear type
of activities, which includes actions that Congress might want to
take.
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Secretary LEW. Senator Cardin, it was a matter of fact extensive
discussion in the negotiations. We made clear in the negotiations
that we retained the ability and we were going to keep in place
sanctions on terrorism, on regional destabilization, on human
rights violations. In fact, we are not lifting sanctions that are based
on those authorities, and we are not designating entities that were
designated for those reasons.

We also have made clear we reserve the right to put additional
sanctions in place to address concerns about terrorism, human
rights, and destabilization.

Senator CARDIN. And when you say “we,” it includes the Con-
gress of the United States.

Secretary LEW. So, Your Honor, Congress has authorities in this
area. I know that there is currently legislation pending regarding
Hezbollah, and we would work with you on legislation. The thing
that we cannot do is we cannot just put right back in place every-
thing that was part of the nuclear sanctions and just put a new
label on it. We have reserved our rights to put sanctions in place
that address those continuing activities.

Senator CARDIN. The Iran Sanctions Act expires at the end of
2016. Congress may well want to extend that law so that that
power is available immediately if Iran were to violate the agree-
ment. Is that permitted under the JCPOA?

Secretary LEW. I think that if it is on expiration, it is one thing.
If it is well in advance, it is another. I think the idea of coming
out of the box right now is very different from what you do when
it expires.

Senator CARDIN. Let me ask—the question is why would that be?
It is either allowed or not allowed, but we will get to that. I want
to go to Secretary Moniz, if I might. The 24 days that you referred
to, and you I appreciate your explanation. But there are three
types of activities that could take place in violation of the JCPOA
by Iran. They could be directly using nuclear material that is in
violation, and you have already addressed that issue as far as the
24 days. But it could involve weaponization, or it could involve re-
search not using nuclear material.

Would the 24-day delay in those cases compromise our ability to
determine whether Iran is in compliance with the agreement?

Secretary MONIz. Senator Cardin, again, let us put—the nuclear
material I think we have addressed and is quite secure. Clearly
when one goes into weaponization activities, even where there is a
spectrum; for example, working with uranium metal is something
that would still involve nuclear material, and I think we would
have very, very strong tools there.

When we go to some other activities, without getting into too
many specifics, there will still be a variety of signatures. For exam-
ple, my second priority on the weaponization list would be explo-
sively driven neutron sources, and I think that there are quite a—
there are certainly telltale signs that I think we would have access
to or the TAEA inspectors, more precisely, would have access to.

Clearly as one gets into other areas, such as computer modeling,
that is a very different kind of detection challenge. And in all of
these—all of these cases, to go to undeclared sites, we are going to
rely upon our intelligence capabilities, those of our partners, to be
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able to point the IAEA to suspicious activities. But there are non-
nuclear signatures, but it does—it does get more complicated.

Senator CARDIN. Thank you. Secretary Kerry, I want you to just
elaborate a little bit more on our capacity after the time limits and
on Iran’s obligations after the time limits. I understand they still
have obligations under their nonproliferation treaty. They still
have obligations with the additional proposals under the NPT.

But could you tell us how much lead time we will have, what a
breakout looks like after the 15 years, and what assurances do we
have that we will be able to detect and take action before Iran be-
comes a nuclear weapon state after the 15 years?

Secretary KERRY. Well, first of all, Senator, throughout the entire
life of the agreement, the Additional Protocol provides or the right
of access, that is where the 24-hour notice for access comes from,
and they have to respond to it. So if we had any intelligence re-
garding a suspicious activity or suspicious site—shared, I might
add, among many, among all the P5+1, Israel, countries in the re-
gion, we will have an incredible amount of sourcing for this—we
would then be able to put the ask to them, and they have to re-
spond. And if they do not respond to that, then we have the ability
to convene, to vote, to put back in place sanctions, or to take other
actions if we deem that appropriate.

Senator CARDIN. After the 15 years?

Secretary KERRY. Yes. Yes. But let me just fill out for you, we
also have a 20-year component which allows us televised tracking
of their centrifuge production, of their rotors and bellows on the
centrifuges. And we have a 25-year quite remarkable insight,
which is access and monitoring, tracking of their entire uranium
cycle. So from the mining, the mills, the yellow cake production,
the gasification, the centrifuge, out into the nuclear.

We have an ability to appropriately monitor that every step of
the way. So if we have X amount of raw uranium ore coming out
or in the mill, if there is X amount of milling take place and then
is some diverted somewhere, and we do not see it going into the
place it next it has to go to, we are going to have extraordinary in-
sight to this.

In addition to that, under the Additional Protocol and under the
TAEA process for civil nuclear programs, all of the facilities are de-
clared because it is a civil nuclear program. As such, there is lit-
erally 24/7 visitation at those sites. They are not even request situ-
ations. It is only for the undeclared facility about which you have
the suspicion that you have to go through the other process. But
we are going to have amazing insight because they are living by
the NPT, or allegedly they are going to live by the NPT, and that
is what we have to make sure they are doing. And so, we have day-
to-day insight into that.

I might add to all our colleagues that under the interim agree-
ment, which, by the way, a number of people called an historic mis-
take and a tragedy, and you heard all of the same rhetoric you are
hearing now, those same people asked for us to keep that in place
2 years later because it has worked. And the fact is Iran has lived
up to every component of that over the course of the last years.
They reduced the 20 percent uranium, they stopped construction on
Arak, and so on and so forth. I will not go through it all now.
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So we will have this level of insight, which I think is not being
examined enough and understood enough. Nothing ends at 15
years. Simply the size of the stockpile limitation ends, and the en-
richment, they can enrich further. But we will have insight into
that enrichment. A civil nuclear program requires enrichment at
approximately 5 percent or so. I mean, that is the high end of it.
If you start to enrich higher, up around 20 percent, you are talking
about the Tehran research reactor or a few other things. But there
is no rationale whatsoever for enrichment above that.

And we would have insight to that enrichment program so that
we would instantly know if they are beginning to go somewhere.
Red flags go off everywhere, and we would be all over it, and able
to respond. We would actually have months to respond to be honest
with you. And so, the fact is the breakout time never goes down
to a level below which we have an ability to be able to respond, and
I think Ernie can speak to the full breadth of this scrutiny.

Senator CARDIN. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

Secretary MoONIZ. Mr. Chairman, may I just add one footnote, be-
cause it is kind of what could be a collateral benefit, actually, of
this agreement is that going to the uranium supply chain safe-
guards. I just want to add that this is something that the TAEA
really wants to have much more broadly, and so this would actu-
ally be a first in moving towards cradle to grave safeguards.

The CHAIRMAN. And I might add there are some other firsts that
unfortunately we cannot talk about relative to some of their proce-
dures, which I alluded to. And I would say to Mr. Secretary, yes,
people have said that they would rather keep JCPOA in place than
move to something worse. That does not mean that people particu-
larly liked the JCPOA in the first place, but only on comparison.
So I just want to clarify that.

Senator Risch.

Senator RISCH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. You know, it is—Sen-
ator Cardin, who I have the highest respect for, made a statement
which I really agree with, and that is that we really need to leave
emotion out of this. And I could not agree with him more that this
should be done in a very nonemotional way. But that does mean
we got to leave common sense out of this, with all due respect.

You know, we have gone from the mantra of “no deal is better
than a bad deal,” and I have heard everybody say that a few weeks
ago. And now, we have gotten to the point where, well, you have
to accept this, or else it is war. The mantra has changed dramati-
cally.

And all T can say if after reviewing this even in a cursory fash-
ion, anyone who believes this is a good deal really joins the ranks
of the most naive people on the face of the earth. When you are
dealing with the people that we are dealing with here with the his-
tory they have of cheating and everything else, anyone who can say
this is a good deal—I know the justification is, well, it is not per-
fect. Well, the word “perfect” should not even be used in the sen-
tence with this agreement. It is not even close to that.

One of the most disappointing things, and I join the chairman in
this, in that closed hearing yesterday is that we have been told we
have no choice in this. We have no choice in this because we have
gone from the position where we started where we had Iran iso-
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lated, and they were viewed on the world stage as a pariah. If we
do not go along with this, we are told, the other negotiators are
going to go along with this, and the United States will be isolated
on this issue, and we will be the pariah on the national stage.

You know, just think about that where these negotiations have
taken us from a situation where we had Iran exactly where we
wanted them to now if we do not go along with this, then we are
going to be the isolated and pariah character on the national stage.

Well, look, the other thing that was so important in this was
verification. We have to have verification. Everybody said this is
the number one thing on verification. Well, everyone here knows
that there is a site call Parchin, and Parchin was a subject of these
negotiations. And Parchin designed, and I heard the Secretary say
that we are going to ensure that their nuclear ambitions are only
for peaceful purposes. How in the world does Parchin fit that?
Parchin was designed and operated as an explosive testing place
where they designed a detonation trigger for a nuclear weapon.
Parchin stays in place. Now, does that sound like it is for peaceful
purposes?

Let me tell you the worst thing about Parchin. What you guys
agreed to was we cannot even take samples there. IJAEA cannot
take samples there. They are going to be able to test by them-
selves. Even the NFL would not go along with this. How in the
world can you have a nation like Iran doing their own testing?

Now, I know Secretary Moniz, who, by the way, I think is one
of the brightest guys that I know, has told, oh, do not worry, we
are going to be able to watch it on TV, and there is a good chain
of custody for the samples that are going to be taken. Are we going
to trust Iran to do this? This is a good deal? This is what we were
told we were going to get when we were told, do not worry, we are
going to be watching over their shoulder, and we are going to put
in place verifications that are absolutely bullet proof. We are going
to trust Iran to do their own testing? This is absolutely ludicrous.

The one thing that bothers me incredibly about this is the bil-
lions of dollars that Iran is going to get. We have been briefed on
the fact that while they have been in this horrible financial condi-
tion, and we have gotten them to a horrible financial condition, one
of their national priorities has been to support terrorism. They
have supported Hezbollah, Hamas, the Houthis, with financial aid,
with military aid, with every kind of aid there is. Everything we
are trying to do in the world has their fingerprints on it trying to
do us in. So these billions of dollars are going to be put back in
their hands within, I am told, about 9 months.

And, again, we were told yesterday it does not matter what we
do. Congress, go ahead and do your little thing. It does not matter
because we do not have control over this money. Actually it is the
other people that were sitting at the table that have control over
the money, and no matter what we do, they are going to release
the billions of dollars. Well, I got to tell you, this is a very heavy
lift when you sleep at night and you say, well, I am going to vote
to release $50 billion—it stated at $100 billion; now you got it down
to $50 billion, whatever it is—knowing that that money is—a por-
tion of that money is going to be directed transferred to people who
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are going to be trying to kill Americans and who are trying to kill
innocent people, and that are trying to kill our allies.

To say this is a—to be able to walk away from this and say that
this is a good deal is ludicrous. With all due respect, you guys have
been bamboozled, and the American people are going to pay for
that. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Boxer.

Secretary KERRY. Can we respond at all to any of that? [Laugh-
ter.]

Senator RISCH. My time is up, Mr. Chairman. I suspect we are
going to hear lots of their responses.

Secretary KERRY. Well, is there not time built in for answers or
comments?

The CHAIRMAN. I am more than glad for you to take a moment
to answer.

Secretary KERRY. Well, let me—Ilet me start

The CHAIRMAN. I want to make sure this gets a full and fair
hearing.

Secretary KERRY. Yes. Let me start at the beginning here. The
comment was made that, what is it, “naive if you think this is a
good deal.” This is an article from the Washington Post. I urge you
all to read it. “How the Iran Deal Is Good for Israel According to
Israelis Who Know What They Are Talking About.” [Laughter.]

I urge you to read it. It says here, “Prominent members of the
country’s security establishment have come out at various stages of
the negotiations in support of the Obama administration’s efforts.
. . .7 In an interview this week with the Daily Beast, Ami Ayalon,
former head of the Shin Bet, or Israel’s top domestic security agen-
cy, suggested that Israel’s politicians were playing with “fears in a
fearful society.” He praised the Vienna agreement as a useful
measure to curb the Iranian threat. I do not think he is naive.
“Efraim Halevy, former chief of the Mossad, Israel’s spy agency,
hailed Obama’s victory.”

Look, folks, you know, you can throw it around. Senator, you said
we had them exactly where we wanted them. Nineteen thousand
centrifuges? Enough fissile material for 10 to 12 bombs? Is that
where we wanted them? What was the purpose of these sanctions?
I was chairman

Senator RISCH. To dismantle their operations.

Secretary KERRY. Let me just finish. I was chairman when we
passed those sanctions, and our purpose was to bring the Iranians
to negotiations. So we have negotiated, and I guarantee you for 15
years, you have unbelievable restraints that make it impossible to
even think about making a bomb. Well, they can think about it, but
they cannot do anything about it. So at the end of 15 years, you
have every option that you have today. Your decision is whether
you want those 15 years to be right now, or take the 15 years and
ﬁ}gure out whether or not this is going to work. That is really the
choice.

So I do not know what you mean by “we had them right where
we wanted them.” To what end?

The CHAIRMAN. Before I turn to Senator Boxer, since we gave
you time, I do want to say that I think Iran has done a masterful
job in giving you a talking point with the 19,000 centrifuges, 10 of
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which are operating. But we all know they are antiques. They are
antiques. And so, we all talk about the number of centrifuges, but
this deal lays out their ability to continue research and develop-
ment on the IR-2Bs, the IR—4s, the IR-6s, the IR-8s, and in year
8 they can industrialize that.

Secretary KERRY. For a peaceful program. For a peaceful pro-
gram that is under the IAEA.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, let me—let me finish. I let you talk. They
said the IR-8 is their future. You know the IR-1 is an antique. It
does not even operate most of the time, or at least it operates 60
percent. It is slow. They want to get rid of those.

So they did a masterful job in getting the West and other coun-
tries to focus over here on something that is of no use to them
while they are able to draft an agreement that allows them a path-
way to continue sophisticated development on something that they
can put in a covert facility, and enrich in levels and pace that they
never imagined.

So with that, Secretary Boxer.

Secretary MON1z. Mr. Chairman, if I may add, I think I must say
that every element of the R&D program is rolled back in time. The
fact is they right now have very—they are very active in all these
areas, and it is significantly delayed. So that is a fact.

The CHAIRMAN. And it is a fact in year 8 they are given the
time——

Secretary MONIZ. In year—I am sorry, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. In year 8. That is why the President said in year
13 there is zero breakout, but let me move to Senator Boxer.

Secretary KERRY. There is never a zero——

Secretary MONIZ. But, sir, it is an incorrect characterization. I
apologize for saying that in year 8 they are an industrial activity.
It is a small cascade that they can start to do years after their cur-
rent plans.

The CHAIRMAN. And many people thought it was going to take
that long for them to even have the capacity to do that. So as I
mentioned, from a critical path standpoint, they have been bril-
liant.

Senator BOXER. Are you ready for me? [Laughter.]

Okay. Colleagues, put me down as someone who thinks Iran is
a bad and dangerous actor, and I do not think there is one person
involved that does not believe that. And so, that is why I believe
we need to curb their nuclear ambitions. I think it is essential. And
I do not think the American people want another war, and at the
end of the day—I know some disagree with this—I think that is—
at the end of the day, that is really the option, which everyone tip-
toes around.

Now, you know, I support the right of my colleagues to say any-
thing they want. But you have sat there and you have heard two
of my colleagues go after you with words that I am going to repeat.
You were fleeced one said. The other said you have been bam-
boozled. So putting aside the fact that I think that is disrespectful
and insulting, that is their right to do. There are other ways to ex-
press your disagreement, but that goes to your core as a human
being and your intelligence, and I think you are highly intelligent.
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So let me ask you, and if you could answer yes or no. I know it
is hard for you, Secretary Kerry, to do so——

[Laughter.]

Senator BOXER [continuing]. Because we are Senators, and it is
not our way, but then I can get through the rest of my list. So my
colleagues think that you were fleeced, that you were bamboozled.
That means everybody was fleeced and bamboozled. Everybody. Al-
most everybody in the world. So I want to ask you, does the United
Kingdom, our strong ally, support this accord?

Secretary KERRY. Yes.

Senator BOXER. Does Australia, one of our strongest allies, sup-
port this accord?

Secretary KERRY. Yes.

Senator BOXER. Does Germany support this accord?

Secretary KERRY. Yes.

Senator BOXER. Does France support this accord?

Secretary KERRY. Yes.

Senator BOXER. Does New Zealand support this accord?

Secretary KERRY. I have not seen their statement.

Senator BOXER. Well, they are on the Security Council, are they
not, and they voted for it.

Secretary KERRY. Oh, you mean in the vote? Yes.

Senator BOXER. Well, I mean

Secretary KERRY. All 15 members

Senator BOXER. Either by voice support or a vote. Did Jordan
voice its support in their vote?

Secretary KERRY. Yes. Yes.

Senator BOXER. Did Spain? Did Nigeria?

Secretary KERRY. Yes.

Senator BOXER. Did Lithuania? Yes. You get the drift. If you
were bamboozled, the world has been bamboozled. That is ridicu-
lous, and it is unfair, and it is wrong. You can disagree for sure
with aspects of this agreement, but I think we need to stay away
from that kind of rhetoric.

Now, I have the agreement right here, and I have read it. And
one thing that I was surprised as I sat down to read it, I thought,
you know, will I be able to understand this document. It is very
understandable. So I want to say—cite a couple of things in here.
“Iran reaffirms that under no circumstances will Iran ever seek,
develop, or acquire any nuclear weapons.” That is one phrase. An-
other one is, and that is—this one is number 16. “Iran will not en-
gage in activities, including at the R&D level, that could contribute
to the development of a nuclear explosive device.” “. . . a nuclear
explosive device, including uranium or plutonium,” and that is in
this accord.

So one of the things I want to do is send out a message to Iran,
not to the people of Iran who I think are really good people, but
to those folks there that are so dangerous. And that is you said it
real clearly, and if you do not live up to it, I guarantee you the con-
sequences will not be pretty. And I think that is an important mes-
sage that has to go out because they signed it, and they said it, and
the whole world 1s watching them.

Secretary Kerry, I authored the U.S.-Israel Strategic Partnership
Act and the U.S.-Israel Enhanced Security Cooperation Act. So
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proud of that, and President Obama signed both of those. And it
means that we stand shoulder to shoulder with our closest ally,
and we know Israel does not like this agreement. I am very glad
you read those comments of the Shin Bet person because the truth
is there is division. It is quiet, but there are some who think this
was the way to go.

So I would hope as someone who has stood so—I was going to
say tall, but it is hard for me to say that——

[Laughter.]

Senator BOXER [continuing]. Stood so tall for this relationship
with Israel, at the end of the day, I think this relationship is going
to be even more strengthened. And I want to get your view on that
because I know that Ash Carter went to Israel. Do you have any-
thing to report about that meeting and how that went?

Secretary KERRY. Well, Secretary Carter went with the intention
of laying out and beginning a dialogue in great detail, which he
did, with the Defense Minister of Israel. And they had, I think, al-
most a day-long meeting in which they discussed the many ways
in which we are prepared to work with Israel obviously under-
standing the very dangerous dynamics of the region right now. Sec-
retary Carter, in fact, went up toward the Golan Heights to review
with them what the threat is currently from ISIL/Daesh, and so
forth. These are all things that we are prepared to push back on
in any number of ways.

And we also believe there is the potential for a kind of new align-
ment in the region. I will be going to speak with all of the GCC
members in a few days to talk about the ways in which the gulf
can come together with Israel and others in a more—in really a
new alignment, a new——

Senator BOXER. Well, I want to press you on that because we
were reading about Saudi Arabia’s words today in the press, and
I just—I do not—I have not had time to check it out, and I wanted
to ask you, do you believe the Saudis are supportive now despite
the fact they view Iran as a regional adversary?

Secretary KERRY. I believe they will be supportive of this, and I
was very heartened to see—I met with Adel al-Jubeir, the Foreign
Minister, just a few days ago. He indicated to me that they were
prepared to support it if certain things are going to happen. Those
things, I believe, are going to happen. So I anticipate that.

And, Senator, I am sorry to divert, but I just wanted to mention,
I forgot to quote because I do not want to be accused of being the
person, you know, saying the choice is military or otherwise.
Efraim Halevy, chief of the Mossad, “Anyone who has followed
events in Iran in recent decades or has studied the matter has to
admit truthfully that he never believed Iran would ever agree to
discuss these issues, let alone agree to each of the clauses I have
mentioned.” He also said, “The alternative would be military
strikes, which would plunge the region in deeper insecurity and
would likely not be successful.”

So we are not alone in describing what the choice is here. And
I think, Senator, there is a real potential to have a change in the
Middle East. There is also a potential to have a confrontation.

Senator BOXER. Right.
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Secretary KERRY. This does not end the possibility of a confronta-
tion with Iran obviously, depending on the choices that they make.

Senator BOXER. Okay. I just want to say, would you just thank
Wendy Sherman for me personally for her work? Donald Trump
said something, why do you not bring women into this negotiation?
It would go much better. Well, she was the chief negotiator.

Secretary KERRY. Wendy Sherman

Senator BOXER. She is fantastic. I wish she was here.

Secretary KERRY. She is absolutely spectacular. She did an ex-
traordinary job. We would not be where we are without Wendy,
without Jack, without Moniz, and an incredible team, a team, by
the way, all across the Government of the United States. Experts
whose life is spent analyzing Iran, analyzing nuclear proliferation,
who came from the Energy Department, from the intelligence com-
munity, from the State Department and elsewhere, all who worked
together. And believe me, they are a savvy group of people, and no-
body pulled any wool over their eyes.

Senator BOXER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Senator Rubio.

Senator RUBIO. Thank you. Thank you all for being here today.
Secretary Kerry, the administration has publicly stated that you
expect this deal is going to be rejected in majorities in both Houses
of Congress. You said that while winning approval of Congress
would be nice, your goal is basically to convince enough Democrats
to support the deal so that you can avoid an override of the Presi-
dent’s veto. So as far as the administration is concerned, this is a
done deal.

But I do think it is important for the world, and especially for
Iran, to understand that as far as the American sanctions are con-
cerned, this is a deal whose survival is not guaranteed beyond the
term of the current President. And by the way, I personally hope
that the next President is someone who will remove the national
security waiver and reimpose the congressional sanctions that were
passed by Congress because this deal is fundamentally and irrep-
arably flawed. I believe it weakens our national security, and it
makes the world a more dangerous place.

And throughout this process, by the way, this administration, in
my opinion, has repeatedly capitulated on some important items.
The examples are endless. It begins by allowing a perception to be
created that we were pressing for anywhere, any time inspections,
and now denying that that was ever a part of the process or ever
promised. And I understand all the disputes about the terms, but
clearly there was a perception created among my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle that we were pressing for anywhere, any
time inspections, including of potential covert sites.

Then the snapback sanctions, I think, are also hollow. We have
this complicated 24-day arbitration process that Iran is going to
test and exploit over and over again. They realize this, by the way.
They know that once the international sanctions are gone they will
be impossible to snap back. As uranium counterpart Mr. Zarif has
bragged, “Once the structure of the sanctions collapse, it will be im-
possible to reconstruct it.” He also bragged earlier this week, by the
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way, that incremental violations of the agreement would not be
prosecuted.

No matter what happens, Iran will keep the more than billions
of dollars it is going to receive up front basically as a singing
bonus. Iran will be allowed to continue to develop long-range mis-
siles, ICBMs, with only purpose, and that is for nuclear warfare.
And so, all these promises they are making about never pursuing
a weapon, they are all revealed as lies when they are developing
a long-range rocket capable of reaching this very room one day not
so far off in the future. There is only reason to develop those rock-
ets. That is to put a nuclear warhead on them.

By the way, the deal also allows the arms embargo to eventually
end. On terrorism, this deal provides billions, possibly hundreds of
billions, to a regime that according to the director of National Intel-
ligence, directly threatens the interests of the United States and
our allies. And lastly, nothing in the deal holds Iran to account on
human rights. Quite the opposite. The Iranian regime is being
awarded for its atrocious human rights record.

I know that you have said that you brought up the American
hostages in every negotiation, and I think we all thank you for
that. But for the families of Americans who are missing or detained
in Iran, such as that of my constituent, Robert Levinson, this deal
has brought no new information regarding their loved ones’ where-
abouts. This deal does nothing for Washington Post reporter, Jason
Rezaian, whose brother, Ali, is with us here in this room today. In
fact, you personally met and negotiated with an Iranian official
who when pressed on Jason’s case, lied to the world. He lied to the
world by saying, “We do not jail people for their opinions.”

This deal does nothing for Marine Corps Sergeant, Amir
Hekmati, who dictated a letter from Evin Prison that said, “Sec-
retary Kerry sits politely with the Iranians shaking hands and of-
fering large economic concession to save them from economic melt-
down” as Iran adds hostages. It does nothing for Pastor Saeed
Abedini, whose only crime was practicing his religion.

In fact, the only people this deal does anything for directly are
the Iranian officials who want to continue to jail and execute their
people, who hate Israel and seek to wipe the Jewish state and its
people from the face of the planet, who want to spread mayhem
throughout the Middle East, and continue to help Assad slaughter
the Syrian people and perhaps kill some Americans and Israelis
while they are at it.

Secretary Kerry, I do not fault you for trying to engage in diplo-
macy and striking a deal with Iran. I do not. I do fault the Presi-
dent for striking a terrible deal with Iran. I hope enough of my
Democratic colleagues can be persuaded to vote against this deal
and prevent the President from executing it. But even if this deal
narrowly avoids congressional defeat, because we cannot get to that
veto-proof majority, the Iranian regime and the world should know
that this deal—this deal is your deal with Iran. I mean, yours
meaning this administration. And the next President is under no
legal or moral obligation to live up to it.

The Iranian regime and the world should know that the majority
of Members of this Congress do not support this deal, and that the
deal could go away on the day President Obama leaves office. And
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in that realm, I wanted to ask about this. If you today are a com-
pany that after this deal is signed, go into Iran and build a manu-
facturing facility, and then the next President of the United States
lifts the national security waiver, or Iran violates the deal, do the
sanctions apply against that facility moving forward?

In essence, if I go in—if a company goes into Iran now after this
deal, builds a manufacturing facility of any kind. They build car
batteries. And then Iran violates the deal, and the sanctions kick
back in, will that facility be able to continue to operate without fac-
ing sanctions?

Secretary LEW. Senator, if a company acts to go in to do business
with Iran while the sanctions are lifting, that would be permitted.
If Iran violates the deal and if the sanctions snap back, they would
not be able to continue doing things that are in violation of the
sanctions.

Senator RUBIO. Okay. So the reason why it is important, it is im-
portant for companies anywhere in the world to know that what-
ever investment they make in Iran, they are risking it. In essence,
they are betting on the hope that Iran never violates the deal, and
they are also hoping that the next President of the United States
does not reimpose U.S. congressional sanctions by which they
would become a sanctioned entity.

I have one more specific question about the deal. There is a sec-
tion titled “nuclear security.” And the document states that, “Those
who negotiated the deal are prepared to cooperate with Iran on the
implementation of nuclear security guidelines and best practices.”
There is a provision, 10.2. It reads, “Cooperation through training
and workshops to strengthen Iran’s ability to protect against and
respond to nuclear security threats, including sabotage, as well as
to enable effective and sustainable nuclear security and physical
protection systems.”

Here is my question. If Israel decides it does not like this deal
and it wants to sabotage an Iranian nuclear program or facility,
does this deal—does this deal that we have just signed obligate us
to help Iran defend itself against Israeli sabotage or, for that mat-
ter, the sabotage of any country in the world?

Secretary MONIZ. I believe that refers to things like physical se-
curity and safeguards. I think all of our options and those of our
allies and friends would remain in place.

Senator RUB10. Well, I guess that is my point. If Israel conducts
an airstrike against a physical facility, does this deal, the way I
read it, does it require us to help Iran protect and respond to that
threat?

Secretary MONIZ. No.

Senator RUBIO. It does not?

Secretary MONIZ. No.

Secretary KERRY. The purpose of that is to be able to have longer
term guarantees, as we enter a world in which cyber warfare is in-
creasingly a concern for everybody, that if you are going to have
nuclear capacities, you clearly want to be able to make sure that
those are adequately protected. But I can assure you we will co-
ordinate in every possible way with Israel with respect to Israel’s
concern.
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Senator RUBIO. So if Israel conducts a cyber attack against the
Iranian nuclear program

Secretary KERRY. Well

Senator RUBIO [continuing]. Are we obligated to help them de-
fend themselves against the Israeli cyber attack?

Secretary KERRY. No. I assure you that we will be coordinating
very, very closely with Israel as we do on every aspect of Israel’s
security.

Senator RUBIO. But that is not how I read this.

Secretary KERRY. Well, I do not see any way possible that we will
be in conflict with Israel with respect to what we might want to
do there. And I think we just have to wait until we get to that
point.

But I do think, Senator, you know, I listened to a long list of
your objections here about the deal, but there is no alternative that
you or anybody else has proposed as to what you——

Senator RUBIO. I sure have, Secretary Kerry. I have.

Secretary KERRY. And I am confident that the next President of
the United States will have enough common sense that if this is
being applied properly, if it is being implemented fully, they are
not just going to arbitrarily end it. They might want to engage and
find a way if they think there is some way to strengthen it or do
something. But I cannot see somebody just arbitrarily deciding let
us go back to where we were where they are completely free to do
whatever they want without any inspections, without any input,
without any restraints, without any insight. I do not think any
President would do that.

Senator RUBIO. Well, under the status quo, they are already in
violation. Before you signed this deal, Iran was already in violation
of existing mandates and restrictions, including things they had
signed onto in the past.

Secretary KERRY. And this deal brings them back into compli-
ance, Senator. That is exactly the purpose of this deal.

Senator RUBI1I0. Well, this deal brings them back to the promise
of compliance.

Secretary KERRY. They have to live up to it, and if they do not
live up to it, every option we have today is on the table. So we do
not lose anything here.

The way we lose is by rejecting the deal because then you have
no restraints. You have no sanctions. You have no insight. You
have no inspectors. You have no diminution of their centrifuges.
You have no reduction of their stockpile. And if you want to just
conveniently forget the fact that they had enough fissile material
to build 10 to 12 bombs—that is the threat to Israel.

I mean, if you go back to that without any alternative other than
what, you know, most people think is going to be the alternative,
which is confrontation. Nobody has a plan that is articulated, that
is reasonable as to how you are going to strengthen this, do some-
thing more when the Supreme Leader of Iran and the President of
Iran, and others believe they have signed an agreement with the
world, and the rest of the world thinks it is a good agreement.

Now, if you think the Ayatollah is going to come back and nego-
tiate again with America—that is fantasy. You are never going to
see that because we will have proven we are not trustworthy. We
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have 535 Secretaries of State, and you cannot deal with anybody,
and that is going to undo a whole bunch of efforts and a whole
bunch of things that matter to people in the world. That is what
is at stake here.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. Mr. Secretary, just to ensure that I
have appropriately addressed the situation, I want to refrain and
say we have been fleeced, and make sure that nothing was directed
at an individual.

I do want to say one of the ways we have brought them into com-
pliance is that we have agreed to let them do what they are doing,
and actually agreed to let them do it on an industrialized basis. So
I will have to say that is how we brought them into compliance,
but if I could, Senator Menendez

Secretary KERRY. But, Senator, this is a very important point be-
cause we are not alone in this, folks. The Bush administration pro-
posed the exact same thing. This is not something that President
Obama just sort of dreamed up and thought was a good idea.

On June 12, 2008, President Bush through Condoleezza Rice,
who signed the memorandum with the P5+1, said that in return
for Iran doing things with their nuclear program, here is what we
were ready to do: “recognize Iran’s right to . . . nuclear energy for
peaceful purposes.” That is all we are doing. “Treat Iran’s nuclear
programme in the same manner as that of any non-nuclear-weapon
State party to the NPT once international confidence in the exclu-
sively peaceful nature of Iran’s nuclear programme is restored”;
provide “technological and financial assistance” for peaceful nuclear
energy including “state-of-the-art” power reactors, “support for
R&D”, and “legally binding nuclear fuel supply guarantees”; im-
prove relations with Iran; and “support Iran in playing an impor-
tant and constructive role in international affairs.”

Think about that. “Work with Iran and others in the region to
encourage confidence-building measures and regional security”;
“Ir]eaffirmation of the obligation to refrain . . . from the threat or
use of force . . . cooperation on Afghanistan . . . steps toward the
normalization of trade and economic relations”; energy partnership;
civilian projects; civil aviation cooperation; “assistance to Iran’s eco-
nomic and social development.”

All of that was offered by President George W. Bush on June 12,
2008, but did not happen because Iran was not

The CHAIRMAN. You are sort of filibustering here. The one ele-
ment that you left out that they did not agree to is to allow——

Secretary KERRY. Was to stop the enriching

The CHAIRMAN. [continuing]. Allowing them to enrich. So if I
could, so you did——

Secretary KERRY. But, Senator——

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Menendez—let, you know. Okay.

Secretary KERRY. That is fine.

Senator MENENDEZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Let me start off
by saying that I appreciate the enormous work and the arduous
quest that you have been in pursuit of. And I think that no one
would want to be applauding you more than I, who has been fol-
lowing Iran since my days on the House International Relations
Committee nearly 20 years ago, and as one of the authors of the
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sanctions regime that are recognized to bring Iran to the negoti-
ating table.

However, I am concerned that the deal enshrines for Iran and,
in fact, commits the international community over time to assisting
Iran in developing an industrial scale nuclear power program com-
plete with industrial scale enrichment. And while I understand the
program is going to be subject to Iran’s NPT obligations, I think
it fails to appreciate Iran’s history of deception in its nuclear pro-
gram and its violations of the NPT.

And it will in the long run, I think, make it harder to dem-
onstrate that Iran’s program is not, in fact, being used for peaceful
purpose because Iran will have legitimate reasons to have advance
centrifuges and an enrichment program. We will then have to dem-
onstrate if, in fact, that is the case that is intention is dual use and
not justified by its industrial nuclear power program. And that is
a much more difficult burden.

Now, Mr. Secretary, you have always been skeptical about sanc-
tions. I know you sort of like embrace them here today. But when
you were chairman of this committee in a hearing on sanctions leg-
islation that I was authorizing, when the administration was vigor-
ously—vigorously—arguing against it, your comment was to Wendy
Sherman and David Cohen, “So what you are really saying is that
this is a very blunt instrument which risk adverse reaction as op-
posed to a calculated effort.”

So in that hearing I remember I had to come back because I did
not expect that even the question of the amendment was going to
come up, and they were there trying to excoriate the effort. It
passed 99 to zero, and then subsequently by the administration as
the reason why Iran has come back to the negotiating table.

So let me ask, under the sanctions heading of the agreement,
paragraph 26 says, and I quote, “The United States Administra-
tion, acting consistent with the respective roles of the President
and the Congress, will refrain from reintroducing or reimposing
sanctions specified in Annex 2,” which are basically the sanctions
that this committee and the Congress passed that it has ceased
apply under the JCPOA.

So, Secretary Lew, I read that to mean that we cannot reintro-
duce or reimpose the existing sanctions that Congress passed into
law. Is that right?

Secretary LEW. Senator, we have been very clear that we retain
our right and we will, if we need to, reimpose sanctions for reasons
that are not nuclear if they live with the nuclear agreement and
they violate other

Senator MENENDEZ. No. I am talking about existing nuclear
sanctions which expire next year. If snapback provisions of the
sanctions are to be an effective deterrent, as the administration
has suggested, of Iranians breaking the agreement, will the admin-
istration agree to support the reauthorization of the existing sanc-
tions that passed the Senate 99 to zero and which expire next
year? Yes or no?

Secretary LEW. So let me be clear that the sanctions that are
being lifted if Iran complies, if they comply, we said we would not
reimpose nuclear sanctions if they lived with the nuclear agree-
ment.
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Senator MENENDEZ. I know, but my point is this. If you are going
to snap back, you got to snap back to something.

Secretary KERRY. But Senator:

Senator MENENDEZ. So if you are not snapping back——

Secretary KERRY. Senator——

Senator MENENDEZ. Let me finish, Mr. Secretary.

Secretary KERRY. Snapback is what gives you

Senator MENENDEZ. Mr. Secretary, please do not eat up my time.
I am sorry, with all due respect, do not eat up my time. If, in fact,
the sanctions which exist that all heralded and said brought Iran
to the table expire next year, in 2016, and we do not reauthorize
them, there is nothing at least in that context to snap back to. So
why will you not simply say that the administration supports
under all the same provisions, including the President’s waivers,
the reauthorization of those sanctions so that the Iranians know if
they violate that the snapback will also include snapback to what
the Congress passed?

Secretary LEW. Senator, what I said earlier was that right now
the sanctions remain in effect. We have a regime in effect. If Iran
complies, we will lift sanctions, and it is premature to talk about
extending a law that is not

Senator MENENDEZ. But this expires next year. Iran’s obligations
go out at least 8 years before the ratification of the Additional Pro-
tocol, and that ratification only takes place if the Congress lifts the
sanctions. So I do not understand how we ultimately have a cred-
ible belief that snapback means something if, in fact, you are not
going to have the ability to have those sanctions in place.

Let me ask this to the Secretary. Is the President willing to
make a clear and unequivocal statement not that all options are on
the table because Iran does not believe that that is a credible mili-
tary threat. I think if you asked our intelligence community, that
is what they would say to you, but that under no circumstances
will Iran be permitted to acquire a nuclear weapon.

Secretary Kerry, did you hear my question?

Secretary KERRY. I apologize. I was just trying to clarify

Senator MENENDEZ. Let me ask you. This is my question. Is
President Obama willing to make a clear and unequivocal state-
ment, not that all options are on the table because I think if you
talked to our intelligence people, they will tell you Iran does not
believe that there is a credible military threat, but that Iran under
no circumstances will be permitted to acquire a nuclear weapon?

Secretary KERRY. Absolutely. He has said that and many times.

Senator MENENDEZ. Well, he said all options are on the table. I
hope he makes that clear and unequivocal statement.

Secretary KERRY. The President has said very clearly under no
circumstances will they be allowed to get a nuclear weapon, and,
in fact, and I think Ash Carter reiterated it publicly very specifi-
cally. But can I

Senator MENENDEZ. No, no, I am sorry.

Secretary KERRY. You want an answer——

Senator MENENDEZ. I have limited time. You have been with Ira-
nians.

Secretary KERRY. No, but let me——

Senator MENENDEZ. I have 7 minutes.
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Secretary KERRY. I know, but it is worthy——

[Laughter.]

Senator MENENDEZ. Mr. Secretary, let me ask you this. I am se-
riously concerned about the lifting of the arms embargo that
creeped its way into this deal. As I read the Security Council reso-
lution on page 119, the ban on Iranian ballistic missiles has, in
fact, been lifted. The new Security Council resolution is quite clear.
Iran is not prohibited from carrying out ballistic missile work. The
resolution merely says, “Iran is called upon not to undertake such
activity.”

Now, previously in Security Council Resolution 1929, the Council
used mandatory language where it said it decides that “Iran shall
not undertake any activity related to ballistic missiles capable of
delivering nuclear weapons.” Why would we accept in theory lan-
guage that changes the mandatory “shall” to a permissive “call
upon?” We often call upon a lot of countries to do or stop certain
actions in the U.N., but it does not have the force of “shall not,”
which has consequences if you do. Can you answer simply is Iran
banned from ballistic missile work for the next 8 years?

Secretary KERRY. They are

The CHAIRMAN. No. No.

Secretary KERRY. Do you want to answer, Senator? [Laughter.]

The CHAIRMAN. Yes, I will. Answer it.

Secretary KERRY. That is not accurate. The exact same language
that is in the embargo is in the agreement with respect to
launches, and that is under Article 25 of the U.N. And that is ex-
actly where it is today in the language. But in addition to that,
Iran did not want it, and we insisted on it—they are restrained
from any sharing of missile technology, purchase of missile tech-
nology, exchange of missile technology, work on missiles. They can-
not do that under Article 41, which is Chapter 7, and mandatory.
And it does have the language. So we took——

Senator MENENDEZ. Well, it seems—I am reading to you—I am
reading to you from the Security Council resolution that was adopt-
ed codifying the agreement.

Secretary KERRY. Yes, the Security Council resolution

Senator MENENDEZ. And that Security Council resolution says
Iran——

Secretary KERRY. Says “call on.”

Senator MENENDEZ. Mr. Secretary, I am reading you explicit lan-
guage. I am not making this up. Iran is called upon

Secretary KERRY. Correct.

Senator MENENDEZ [continuing]. Not to undertake that activity.

Secretary KERRY. That is the Article 45——

Senator MENENDEZ. That is far different than “shall not.”

Secretary KERRY [continuing]. Which is exactly what—Senator,
that is exactly what it is today. That is the same language as is
in the embargo now, and we transferred it to this, and that is what
it is. But under that

Senator MENENDEZ. It is not the same thing, as Security Council
Resolution 1929. I mean, I do not know why you would not just
keep the same language, which made it clear that you shall not,
and because there shall not exist, there are consequences if you do.
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Mr. Chairman, final question. I heard Senator Risch, and I do
not know whether that is true or not. Parchin. You know, the
whole purpose of understanding the military dimensions of what
happened in Parchin is not for Iranians to declare culpability, but,
in fact, to wunderstand how far they got along in their
weaponization efforts. General Hayden, who is the CIA director,
said we have estimates, but they are just that. Is it true that the
Iranians are going to be able to take the sample Senator Risch
said, because chain of custody means nothing if at the very begin-
ning what you are given is chosen and derived by the perpetrator.

Secretary KERRY. Well, as you know, Senator, that is a classified
component of this. It is supposed to be discussed in a classified ses-
sion. We are perfectly prepared to fully brief you in classified ses-
sion with respect to what will happen. Secretary Moniz has had his
lab red team on that effort, and he has made some additional add-
ons to where we are. But it is part of a confidential agreement be-
tween the IAEA and Iran as to how they do that.

The TAEA has said that they are satisfied that they will be able
to do this in a way that does not compromise their needs and that
adequately gets the answers that they need. We have been briefed
on it. Be happy to brief you.

Senator MENENDEZ. My time is up, but if that is true——

Secretary KERRY. I would like Secretary Moniz to——

Senator MENENDEZ [continuing]. That would be the equivalent of
the fox guarding the chicken coop.

Secretary KERRY. Senator, I am not confirming how it is hap-
pening. I am simply saying to you that we are confident the IAEA
has the ability to be able to get the answers that they need, and
Secretary Moniz can speak quickly to that for a moment if he may.

But I also—do you want to say anything on that?

Secretary MONIZ. Mr. Chairman? Yes, as Secretary Kerry said,
this is a roadmap worked out between the IAEA and Iran. They
have—we do not have those documents that are, as is customary,
confidential between the country and the Agency. But clearly they
have—they know that they must have and be able to articulate a
process with integrity in terms of making the measurements and
being able to analyze them through their own laboratories and the
network of laboratories, including U.S. laboratories, that do the
analysis of these kinds of samples.

The CHAIRMAN. And let me just say, bringing up part of my 7
minutes. You need to go down and have that meeting. It will take
about 5 seconds, okay? You need to go down and meet with Sec-
retary Moniz and get that answer.

I will also add that we as a nation do not even have a copy. Sen-
ator Cardin and I have asked for this. You will understand this
very quickly in about 5 seconds with the Secretary. But we do not
even have a copy of the agreement to ascertain on behalf of the
American people whether the IAEA process, which, again, you
should go look into this part of it, has any integrity. So it is very
disappointing, and I know Senator Cardin and I

Senator CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, this is a very important point,
and I agree with you. The documents in question are traditional
between the country and the IAEA and are kept confidential be-
tween the country, in this case Iran, and TAEA. But it is part of
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the JCPOA, and it regards the possible military dimensions which
are critical for us to have baseline in order to deal with moving for-
ward. So it is a very important part.

And from what we can tell, if we can get eyes on that document,
it may answer some of our questions. Secretary Moniz has reached
conclusions, and he is greatly respected in that regard, but I think
transparency would help us all better understand that. And I
would just hope that in a confidential setting there would be an op-
portunity to review those documents.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Johnson.

Secretary LEW. Mr. Chairman?

The CHAIRMAN. We are going to move on. Senator Johnson.
Thank you.

Senator JOHNSON. Let me just make the comment. How can that
be confidential, and why would that be classified? Okay. I can see
TAEA having those confidential agreements with normal powers.
Iran is not a normal nation. Iran is the largest state sponsor of ter-
ror, and we rushed to the United Nations, had this deal approved,
and we do not even understand how those samples are going to be
collected and the chain of custody. It is unbelievable.

Secretary Kerry, I have heard this deal described as historic. 1
will not use Vice President Biden’s full terminology, but this is a
big deal, correct? This is a big deal, right?

Secretary KERRY. It is an important agreement.

Senator JOHNSON. During our unfortunately limited debate on
the Iran Nuclear Agreement Review Act, I offered a couple of
amendments, and tried to offer a third. One was to deem this a
treaty because I think it rises to that level where two-thirds of the
Senate should affirmatively approve such a big historic deal. That
amendment unfortunately failed.

I never got a vote on my next step in the process, an amendment
to deem this a congressional executive agreement where at least
both chambers—you said both chambers ought to be involved—
would have to affirmatively approve this with just a simple major-
ity vote. The third amendment I tried to offer really reflected what
we actually ended up getting in this very convoluted process of a
vote of disapproval, which would have been a congressional Execu-
tive agreement with a low threshold approval of only 34 votes.
Now, the parliamentarian I think very appropriately said, no, that
is out of order. That is unconstitutional, yet that is what we have.

My question to you is, if you are so confident this is such a great
deal, why would you not have been supportive of allowing the
American people to be involved in the decision through their elect-
ed representatives, whether or not that was by just allowing both
chambers to have a simple vote of approval rather than this con-
voluted process, which, let us face it, you are quite confident you
are going to win this? You ran to the United Nations Security
Council.

Convince me that what we are going through right now is not
just a big charade because I am afraid that is exactly what it is.
But, again, please tell me why this administration did not—if you
are so confident this is such a great deal—allow this body, this
Congress, to at least affirmatively vote to approve this deal?

Secretary KERRY. It was not my decision.
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Senator JOHNSON. Well, the administration certainly did not
offer any kind of support for a more robust review process. And you
have certainly circumvented this Congress by running and under-
mining our review process by having the Security Council approve
this. Is that not true?

Secretary KERRY. Well, Senator, on the contrary, this is a long
time-honored process for several centuries of executive—of political
agreements between countries

Senator JOHNSON. This is way more than a political agreement.
I want to go on.

Secretary Moniz, if Iran wants a peaceful nuclear program, there
is no reason for them to have to enrich uranium, is there?

Secretary MoON1z. Well, I think the—clearly there is uranium
available on the international market.

Senator JOHNSON. There you go. So there is——

Secretary MONIZ. But it is also the case that many countries sup-
port their nuclear program with enrichment and

Senator JOHNSON. But, again, if they want a purely peaceful pro-
gram, there is no need for them to enrich uranium. In the past
when, for example, South Africa and Libya gave up their nuclear
programs to be welcomed into the world of nations in a more nor-
mal fashion, like Iran supposedly wants, they completely gave up
their enrichment. We dismantled that. That is what we demanded,
correct?

Secretary MONIZ. I believe that is the case, certainly with South
Africa. Their whole weapons program was—of course, they had a
weapons program that was dismantled. And if I may add, by the
way, relative to the last discussion, the documents the IAEA and
South Africa in a full nuclear weapons dismantlement program re-
main confidential.

Senator JOHNSON. Are you familiar with the EMP Commission’s
2008 report?

Secretary MON1z. No, I am not, sir.

Senator JOHNSON. You are not? Do you know what “EMP” is?

Secretary MONIZ. You are going to have to explain it to me,
please.

Senator JOHNSON. Electromagnetic pulse.

Secretary MoONi1z. Oh, I am sorry. Whose report, I am sorry, is
this?

Senator JOHNSON. The 2008 EMP Commission.

Secretary MoN1z. No, I am not, sir. I am just not. I apologize. I
can respond for the record if you have a question there.

Senator JOHNSON. Okay, and I will send you a number of ques-
tions because the recommendations really were for the Department
of Homeland Security and for the Department of Energy. We just
held a hearing.

Are you familiar with Dr. Richard Garwin?

Secretary MON1Z. Yes, absolutely.

Senator JOHNSON. Okay. He testified before our committee.

Secretary MoNIzZ. Everyone is.

Senator JOHNSON. Good. He testified before our committee yes-
terday in combination with the CIA former director, James Wool-
sey, about the threat of EMP. One of the reasons I thought I would
hold that hearing now is nobody knows how this is all going to
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game out, but the inevitable conclusion of this deal is just like
North Korea eventually, Iran will have a nuclear weapon. Plus
they already have ballistic missile technology.

Are you aware of the fact that Iran has practiced ship-launched
EMP attacks using Scud missiles?

Secretary MoONi1z. No, I am not, sir.

Senator JOHNSON. They have done that according to Dr. Peter
Vincent Pry. So an EMP attack, of course, would be conducted by
somebody like North Korea or Iran, and it could be conducted from
a ship off of our coast using a Scud missile. And the fact that you
as the Secretary of the Department of Energy are not even aware
of the 15 basic recommendations, things like evaluate and imple-
ment quick fixes in the event of an EMP attack, the fact that Rich-
ard Garwin in his testimony said that for $20 to $70 million we
could protect 700 critical transformer that could help us recover
from something like that, I am highly concerned——

Secretary MonNi1z. Well, sir

Senator JOHNSON [continuing]. That you as Secretary of Energy
are not even aware of these recommendations that were made pub-
lic in 2008. Seven years later in testimony before our committee,
we have nothing, virtually nothing to address these 15 rec-
ommendations by the Commission.

Secretary MonNi1z. Well, first of all, if I may, again, I do not know
that report, and clearly many of them must apply to DHS and
DOD. However, on the transformer question, actually if you look at
our Quadrennial Energy Review published in April, we do identify
EMP as a risk to transformers, and we are beginning to try to work
up a response to that.

Senator JOHNSON. Seven years later we have done virtually noth-
ing to protect ourselves. So, again, in light of this deal, we will pro-
vide a number of questions on the record to make sure that we
start taking action on that to provide some protection.

My final comment is we have heard $50 billion to $100 billion,
$104 billion, in our terms does not really seem like that much. But
it is 13 percent—13 percent—of Iran’s economy. If, for example, the
American economy had an interjection of 13 percent of our econ-
omy, that would be $2.4 trillion, so this is not chump change, and
we have already seen exactly what kind of actor Iran is on the
world stage.

So, again, I cannot predict this whole thing, but what basically
this deal does is it interjects tens of billions, 13 percent up front,
of Iran’s economy into the economy of the largest state sponsor of
terrorism. And so, when Senator Risch said we had them right
where we want them, I agree. We certainly did not want them with
centrifuges, but this deal puts them in a far better position. This
strengthens their hand. And from that standpoint, I am highly con-
cerned.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Secretary LEw. Mr. Chairman, could I respond to the point about
the Iranian assets? Let us be clear what those assets are. It is not
money we are giving to Iran. It is Iran’s money that sits in other
countries that was locked up because international nuclear sanc-
tions that were designed to bring them to the table to negotiate a
nuclear agreement. So all that we have gone through is trying to
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analyze what that is. It is not us giving them money. If there is
a nuclear agreement that meets the criteria that the sanctions
were designed to achieve, that was the reason they were locked up.

There are competing demands for that, whatever it is. We think
it is about $50 billion. There is at least $500 billion of domestic de-
mand. They cannot possibly scratch the surface of that need. So we
have never said that there is not going to be a penny going to ma-
ligned purposes. Under these sanctions they have managed to find
money to put into maligned purposes, but I would not exaggerate
how much that is going to change things.

The assessment that we have, that our intelligence community
has, is that it will not be a change in direction, that it will be—
it will be on the margin not the kind of increase that you are de-
scribing.

Secretary KERRY. And by the way——

The CHAIRMAN. Before moving to Senator Shaheen, I do want to
say that while we have lifted—we have not ourselves lifted sanc-
tions on the IRGC, which, by the way, has the nuclear file and is
the entity that carries out all of the terrorism on behalf of Iran.
What we uniquely did was we lifted sanctions on all the financial
institutions they deal with. They are going to be the number one
beneficiary of the sanctions lifting.

So we did not lift sanctions on them. It is like not lifting sanc-
tions on a holding company. But we lifted sanctions on the entities
that feed them the money, that through the economic growth, the
shipment of oil, and all the things they do, will empower their way
on top. This is almost chump change compared to what will happen
over this next decade. And so, I would like to say that. Senator
Shaheen?

Secretary KERRY. Senator——

Secretary LEW. Mr. Chairman, could I just respond? We are not
lifting sanctions on a bank like Bank Satara that was sanctioned
for reasons related to terrorism. We have retained the ability to
sanction banks.

The CHAIRMAN. But many other—many other banking entities
and others that they rely upon, we have

Secretary LEW. But those entities, if they violate the terms of our
sanctions and our regime for sanctions on terrorism, could be sanc-
tioned. We have not said that any of those institutions are, you
know, protected.

And in terms of the snapback, the point that, you know, Senator
Menendez ended up concluding is not correct. We have enormous
tools with or without the Iran Sanctions Act, to snap back sanc-
tions through the NDAA sanctions on oil and financial institutions.

Secretary KERRY. And could I just point out——

The CHAIRMAN. Okay, well, I would just like to move to Senator
Shaheen by saying they disagree with that. Great Britain disagrees
with that. Germany disagrees with that. France disagrees with it.
The EU disagrees with it. I talked to you about this last night.

The tools that we have through the nuclear file are not available
to be applied. Senator Menendez tried to pursue that. The other
countries disagree, and matter of fact, the most accurate assess-
ment of this deal from what I have been able to read has been com-
ing from Iran.
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Secretary LEW. But if Iran violates it, those sanctions could come
back on nuclear, and if they do things that violate terrorism sanc-
tions, we have the ability to sanction on other grounds. So it is a
not fair conclusion that institutions that continue to engage in
funding terrorism or regional destabilization are immune from
those kinds of sanctions. It is just not correct.

The CHAIRMAN. I stand by my assessment as do the other coun-
tries who negotiated the deal with you.

Senator Shaheen.

Secretary KERRY. Actually the other countries——

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Shaheen.

Secretary KERRY. Mr. Chairman——

The CHAIRMAN. I am just going to stop. We will get to this in a
second.

Senator Shaheen.

Senator SHAHEEN. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman and Ranking
Member Cardin. Thank you to our witnesses for your testimony
today and to the negotiating team for the tremendous effort that
it took to get us to this point.

Before 1 ask my questions, and I do actually have questions, I
just want to say that I do not think it is to the benefit of this com-
mittee, this Congress, or the American people for any of us to im-
pugn the motives or intellect of anybody involved in this discussion.
I think people have strong views about how they feel, and it is ap-
propriate to express those views. But to—because someone dis-
agrees with you to suggest that their motives are not in the best
interest of this country or that their intellect is questionable, I
think does not advance the debate in a way that it should be ad-
vanced. So, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate you and the ranking mem-
ber, and hope that we will keep this debate as a civil discussion.

I also want to point out for the record that everybody on this
committee voted for the Iran Nuclear Review Act of 2015. It was
unanimous. So while I am sure all of us had concerns about every-
thing, some of the provisions that were in it, it was voted for by
the committee unanimously.

Now, to go to my questions, I want to, Secretary Moniz, follow
up on the issues that were raised with respect to the possible mili-
tary dimensions of the past Iranian nuclear activities because that
is an area where I certainly am not clear about how we can be con-
fident that the IAEA is going to be able to get the information that
it needs to complete its investigation. So can you speak to that a
little bit and talk about why you believe that we are going to have
the information that we need?

Secretary MonNi1z. Well, again, Senator, all I can say that is that
the—I mean, the TAEA is very strong technically. I might add that
every inspector, since 1980, has been trained at Los Alamos Na-
tional Laboratory in terms of nuclear materials measurement tech-
niques, et cetera. They have a very strong reputation, which frank-
ly they need to guard to make sure that they have a process with
integrity.

Again, it is their—there is nothing unusual here. There is no side
agreement. This is the way it works: the IAEA negotiates with the
country. What we have achieved in the negotiation is to get Iran
to the table with them because without satisfying their require-
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ments by October 15 to satisfy the Agency, there will not be any
agreement going forward. That is very clear.

So after years of stiffing them, to be perfectly—to use a technical
term, then what we have done is we forced them to the table. They
went to Tehran, not just the director general, but the senior people
who do safeguards, et cetera. And they came back and feel that
they have a process with integrity.

Now, again, in this environment I can only say that the—and I
will say flat out, I mean, I personally have not seen those docu-
ments that the chairman referred to. I had something of an oral
briefing, a general one, with that. We have assembled a national
lab team to think through the kinds of process that we anticipate,
and to recommend steps that might mitigate any risks. But, again,
ultimately we rely upon the IAEA. They will make a report. The
Director General has committed to trying to get that out this year,
this calendar year, and, of course, that report is then where one
will see what their conclusions are—what the basis for their con-
clusions are.

Senator SHAHEEN. And will the intelligence community either
here or our other partner countries weigh in and assess whether
they believe that that report reflects an accurate discussion of
Iran’s past activities?

Secretary MoN1z. Well, I would have to defer to the intelligence
community for their reactions, but I can assure you that our DOE
experts are going to be looking over this very, very carefully.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you. And, Secretary Lew, can you com-
mit that there will be no sanctions relief? I think you have said
this, but just to be clear again, until Iran has provided the IAEA
with this information and the access that is required?

Secretary LEW. Absolutely, Senator. Until Iran has completed all
of its obligations, we will not be relieving any of the United States
sanctions, nor will the international sanctions be relieved.

Senator SHAHEEN. And I do not know who wants to respond to
this, either Secretary Moniz or Secretary Kerry. But at the time we
began the negotiations, what was the best estimate of our intel-
ligence community about the time for Iran to break out with a nu-
clear weapon?

Secretary KERRY. The best estimate was 2 to 3 months.

Senator SHAHEEN. And was there agreement among our intel-
ligence agencies about that estimate?

Secretary KERRY. Yes, pretty much. There was a disagreement
actually with a couple of other countries, but there was not dis-
agreement in our intel community.

Senator SHAHEEN. And as we look at—if this agreement goes into
effect, is there an estimate from our intelligence community about
how long it might take to get a nuclear weapon at the end of this
agreement if Iran decides to pursue that option at the end of 15
years?

Secretary KERRY. Well, there is a distinction, Senator. The
breakout time as it is used in this negotiation is a hybrid of the
traditional understanding of breakout time. Breakout time in arms
control has usually been referred to the time it takes to get a weap-
on. We have been dealing only with the amount of time it takes
to get enough fissile material to produce one weapon. You still have
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to produce the weapon, and most people do not guestimate that a
country is going to be satisfied with only one weapon and enough
fissile material for one.

So there is a lot of time beyond that. So we have been operating
with a huge safety cushion here, and we will have one year of
breakout time for fissile material for one weapon for at least 10
years. And then it begins to tail down, but not as a cliff. It begins
to tail down as we go through the next five years. And then we are
indeed arriving at a point where Iran has hopefully achieved nor-
mal status in the NPT. I say “hopefully” because if they have not,
the agreement has not worked in the sense that they violated it,
and we have gone back to snapback, and have the sanctions back
in place.

Senator SHAHEEN. And, again, can you answer whether all of our
intelligence agencies are agreed on that particular breakout period,
or is there is a difference of opinion?

Secretary KERRY. No. Our intelligence community, and the En-
ergy Department, and everybody worked this very, very hard. And
it is a very precise formula which feeds in the most rapid possible
rate by looking at the numbers of centrifuges, all kinds—the
amount of enrichment, the capacity for enrichment, I mean, all of
the many, many factors that go into it. It is a complicated formula,
and everybody is in agreement as to where we are.

Secretary MONIZ. It also includes capacity to rebuild all the in-
frastructure that they are taking out. And I might just add that be-
yond the 15 years where there are very severe constraints, like on
the stockpile in terms of visibility, I remind you that for 20 years
there is still the containment and surveillance activities for any
centrifuge sensitive parts manufacturing. They will all be tracked
and labeled et cetera, and for 25 years the uranium—the uranium
transparency. So it is like follow the uranium and the centrifuges.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you. My time has expired. Thank you
all.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. I might add the President was really
clear that in year 13 they are zero breakout and begin industrial-
ization at year eight.

Senator Flake.

Senator FLAKE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Secretary MONIZ. I do not agree with that characterization, Mr.
Chairman.

Senator FLAKE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you for
your testimony. I hope you will take these questions in the spirit
they are given. I am not looking to play gotcha at all. I have been
supportive of these negotiations. I commend you all for the hard
work that has been done. But there is some disagreement here it
seems with the text of the agreement as we read it and the expla-
nation that is given, and let me just cover a couple of these points.

Number eight, on adoption here in the annex in the implementa-
tion plan, it says “Iran will officially inform the IAEA that effective
on implementation day, Iran will provisionally apply the Additional
Protocol pending its ratification by the Parliament,” the Iranian
Parliament, “and will fully implement the Modified Code, 3.1.”

We have talked about the agreement, although it is voluntary to
live by the Additional Protocol. What happens if the Parliament—
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first, what is the timetable that is required for the Parliament to
address the Additional Protocol?

Secretary KERRY. They have—Senator, they have to live by the
Additional Protocol by Adoption Day.

Senator FLAKE. Understood, but going forward

Secretary KERRY. And they have 8 years—within 8 years to
adopt it formally—but they are in material breach as of adoption
day if they do not live by it. And it is fully understood by everybody
that would be a material breach.

N Senator FLAKE. But there is no timetable where the Parliament
as to

Secretary KERRY. They have to do it within the 8 years.

Senator FLAKE. Within the 8 years.

Secretary KERRY. Yes.

Senator FLAKE. Okay. So that is the timetable. Second——

Secretary KERRY. Which is before the sanctions are lifted. So you
have the snapback capacity as a result of their not doing or living
by it.

Senator FLAKE. Understood. Understood. In December of 2011,
the President signed into law the NDAA that included sanctions on
Iran’s Central Bank. These sanctions penalize foreign financial in-
stitutions that were doing business with Iran Central Bank. These
sanctions will ultimately be suspended because of the JCPOA.

What I am trying to understand, and this keys off a question
that was asked by Senator Cardin and others, we—according to the
agreement, “The United States Administration, acting consistent
with the respective roles of the President and the Congress, will re-
frain from reintroducing or re-imposing the sanctions specified in
Annex 2, that it has ceased to apply under JCPOA without preju-
dice to the dispute resolution process.” This is what I think a lot
of us are having a hard time reconciling here, what would con-
stitute reintroducing, re-imposing sanctions specified, existing
sanctions. If because Iran did not violate the nuclear part of the
agreement, but for other reasons—committed terrorism abroad, ab-
ducted Americans—and we wanted to penalize them, we wanted to
sanction them, could we impose sanctions on Iran’s Central Bank,
because that would mimic or it would be similar to what was done
before, but it would be in a different context. Would that be al-
lowed, or would that lead to some violation on our part of the
agreement?

Secretary Lew.

Secretary KERRY. I am going to stab at this because we have
been going around on it, and I want to try to, if I can, answer it
dispositively.

First of all, we will not violate the JCPOA if we use our authori-
ties to impose sanctions on Iran for terrorism, human rights, mis-
siles, or any other nonnuclear reason. And the JCPOA does not
provide Iran any relief from United States sanctions under any of
those authorities or other authorities, mind you, and I will go
through some of those other authorities.

What we have committed to do is quite specific. Iran was fearful
that having witnessed the desire within the Congress for more
sanctions that even if we cut an agreement, you folks might just
turn around the day after and say, too bad, we are coming with all
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the same sanctions. And the President is in veto status or override
status or whatever. So what they really wanted was a clarity that
we are not going to re-impose the specific nuclear-related sanctions
provisions as specified in Annex 2 to the JCPOA contingent on
them abiding by the commitments of the agreement.

So it is really simply a clarification to them that we are not going
to come back and just slap them on again. But that absolutely does
not mean we are precluded from sanctioning Iranian actors, sec-
tors, or any other actions if circumstances warrant. So all of our
other sanctions authorities remain in place. They are unaffected by
this agreement. And Iran only said, if you read what it says, that
they would treat the imposition of new nuclear-related sanctions as
the grounds to cease performing.

But they are clear and we are clear that we have all kinds of
other authorities, and let me be specific on that because it is impor-
tant for this whole debate to be clear. Even with the lifting of sanc-
tions after 8 years on missiles, or five years on arms, or the U.N.
sanctions—it is only the United Nations sanctions—we still have
our sanctions. Our primary embargo is still in place. We are still
sanctioning them. And, I might add, for those things that we want
to deal with in terms of their behavior, for instance, Hezbollah,
there is a U.N. Resolution, 1701, that prevents the transfer of any
weapons to Hezbollah. That will continue. And what we need to do
is make sure we are enforcing it.

Senator FLAKE. I think we have got that. I just want to make
sure that if we say, all right, what was effective on Iran, what real-
ly has brought them to the table more than anything else in my
view are these sanctions on the Central Bank because it is more
difficult for Russia, China, and other actors to help them evade
these sanctions.

If we decided—if want to impose penalties to deter them from
terrorist activity and we impose sanctions on their Central Bank,
that that will not be a material breach to the accord.

Secretary KERRY. No.

Senator FLAKE. It will not. All right. One other question on a
broader topic. Assuming this goes into effect, we are going to
need—desperately need—a regional security framework that you
have touched on, and some discussions are already going on. I
would just encourage you that I understand the problem with 535
Secretaries of State. We cannot have that. But I would encourage
you to reach to at least the relevant committees here as that
framework is put in place to make sure that it can endure longer
than just, you know, the first couple of years, and there is agree-
ment. We all know that to have the institutional fortitude to move
ahead, it is best to have Congress involved. And there are many
points between 535 Secretaries of State and proper consultation
with the relevant committees, at least, of jurisdiction here. And so
that I would just——

Secretary KERRY. I could not concur more, Senator. I think you
are absolutely dead on. We agree. And by the way, I think in the
course of this negotiation prior to the passage of the requirement
for the 60 days, which we understand and joined in working on
with the the chairman, and we are grateful to the chairman for the
cooperation on that. But there were a huge number of briefings,
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and hearings, and telephone calls, and meetings, and so forth, lit-
erally in the hundreds.

Now, I come back to this. I could not agree with you more about
this new arrangement. We are talking about arms transfers, about
special operations, training, about counterterrorism, counter insur-
gency. We have a major need here to build capacity in many of
those countries. The Gulf States spend about $130 billion a year on
their defense. Iran spends $15 billion, yet you see a disparity in
terms of what is happening within the region. That has to be ad-
dressed, and that is the purpose of our initiative.

Senator FLAKE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator, and I, too, appreciate you
joining in with us about an hour and a half before our vote on that
agreement.

Senator Udall.

Senator UDALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and let me also just
echo what everyone said. I very much appreciate the negotiators
and the team, and especially give a shout out to Wendy Sherman.
I would also like to just recognize—I do not think he is has been
recognized yet—our colleague. Senator Angus King of Maine has
been sitting here from the beginning very conscientiously like I
think many Senators are either back in their offices or here in the
audience to stay involved in this issue.

Secretary Kerry, Secretary Lew, and Secretary Moniz, this is a
very important deal, one based on verification and sound science.
Those two areas are what I would like to focus on today. As you
know, the National Labs in Tennessee, New Mexico, and California
have played an important role, and I think it is important that we
do the best job we can to explain to the American people why this
de];ﬂ néeets the scientific rigors for preventing Iran from acquiring
a bomb.

So, Secretary Moniz, just as a baseline, can you tell the com-
mittee what the half-life of uranium and plutonium are, and what
this means regarding how long we can detect its signature in na-
ture, and why that it is important?

Secretary MONIZ. You are creating the urge for a 15-minute nu-
clear physics lecture.

Senator UDALL. But I do not want that. I do not want that.

Secretary MON1Z. The half-life of Uranium 238, which is the dom-
inant isotope, is roughly the age of the earth, 5 billion years, and
that is why we still have it in the ground. Uranium 235 is maybe
a factor of 10 less, which is why it is a minor isotope now. Pluto-
nium is much shorter, 20,000 years probably, which is why we do
not have any of it naturally, and we have to make it in reactors.

Senator UDALL. Okay. Iran cannot create a facility or enrich ura-
nium or plutonium out of the thin air. The laws of physics, as you
well know, are clear: energy and mass must be conserved, and
through the IAEA we will be able to detect illicit use of declared
sites due to extensive monitoring. Do both of you believe that is
correct?

Secretary Kerry.

Secretary KERRY. Yes.

Senator UDALL. Secretary Moniz.

Secretary MONIZ. Yes.
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Senator UDALL. And with regards to the worries about the 24-
day requirement for undeclared sites, given the half-life of uranium
and plutonium and the resources needed to construct a parallel en-
richment capability, would you say it is scientifically possible to
hide such work within 24 days, and do you believe we have the
technical capabilities to determine if enrichment is being done out-
side the limits of the JCPOA?

Secretary MoNIz. Well, yes. Once again, we have the historical
example from 2003 of precisely that happening after 6 months, eas-
ily finding uranium despite major efforts to disguise it. And in ad-
dition, we will have all of the containment and surveillance for 20
years of all of the sensitive parts of every machine that they make.

Senator UDALL. And so, people that have used the analogy that
like in a drug crime you flush it down the toilet and it is gone, and
we will not be able to find it, that is, in fact, been proven out, has
it not?

Secretary MoNI1z. If they try that, we will find it.

Senator UDALL. Good. Secretary Kerry and Moniz, our nuclear
experts at Oak Ridge, at Los Alamos, Sandia, Lawrence Livermore,
they have given technical support throughout these negotiations,
are they confident that these verification measures, both the en-
hanced measures and those in the Additional Protocol, will enable
the TAEA to detect and attempt to break out or sneak out in time
for the international community to react?

Secretary MON1z. First of all, let me say that the national lab sci-
entists from the places you mentioned were really heroic. They
were on constant call for, literally, hours turnaround in the negoti-
ating sessions. And I have already alluded to the fact that your lab-
oratory at Los Alamos has played a major role in the detection
arena.

So the answer is, yes. I mean, in fact, those are the people who
have invented many of the safeguards technologies that are going
to be employed here.

Senator UDALL. So it sounds to me like Iran could break the
rules of this agreement, but they cannot break the rules of physics.
And the international community has the know-how and the exper-
tise to determine whether or not Iran is abiding by this deal and
the Non-Proliferation Treaty not only during this phased agree-
ment, but into perpetuity under the Non-Proliferation Treaty and
the Additional Protocol to the NPT. Would you agree with this as-
sessment, and would the panel agree that if necessary, the United
States and the P5+1 would then have the ability to snap back sanc-
tions and deal with the Iranian violations as appropriate in order
to prevent them from acquiring a nuclear weapon?

Secretary MonN1zZ. Well, yes. I mean, again, we will have much
greater transparency from day one until forever than we would
have without the agreement. That is a fact. And then the sanc-
tions, I think the answer—I will venture the answer is yes.

Senator UDALL. All right, thank you. And then just finally, Sec-
retary Kerry, one of the keys here, and you have heard all these
questions, is implementation, how are we going to do implementa-
tion. And so, I just ask in the broadest possible way how it is going
to be done, who is going to be in charge, how are we going to make
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sure that when we get to the implementation phase that we really
do what needs to be done to make sure this is a success?

Secretary KERRY. Well, we already have created an implementa-
tion office, and we have somebody managing that at this point in
time. It is teamed up, but will be even more so as we go forward.
This is going to be a full-time operation, and it is not going to be
left to a normal bureau. There will be a full-time Iran agreement
implementation effort with experienced and competent personnel
staffing it.

Secretary MONIZ. And I would just add, if I may, that under that
umbrella of the administration-wide implementation team, we at
DOE and with our laboratories will have our own implementation
team, and there will be some major jobs. For example, in Annex
I you will see alluded to a working group of the P5+1 on the Arak
reactor redesign, et cetera. We anticipate obviously playing a lead-
ing role in that group and making sure that the new reactor does
only what we have laid out. And the parameters are in the mate-
rial you have.

Senator UDALL. Good. And I just—I cannot emphasize enough in
terms of the National Laboratories, especially the two in New Mex-
ico, but all of them, that they have worked on this—these kinds of
activities and studied nuclear issues since the creation of the atom-
ic bomb. And that is why they are in such a position to be able to
give the technical advice to make sure this is a success.

Secretary MoONI1z. Well, let me—if I could just reinforce that. I
think it is very important—this is a pitch now for the national
labs—that this is not the capability you invent overnight because
you needed it for this negotiation. It has got to be a consistent in-
vestment in our coal and nuclear capacity, and that is what we
have been doing.

Secretary KERRY. And by the way, let me just emphasize: people
like me who obviously do not have that background understood our
limitations, and there is not any decision made in this agreement—
none—where we did not go to our teams. In fact, there were days
where we were delayed because we had to go back to the labora-
tories, get the laboratories’ input, get our experts’ input, and make
a judgment as to whether or not whatever judgment we made
would, in fact, result in what we were seeking and be sustainable.
And there is not one technical decision within this agreement that
has not been worked through the entire system in that regard.

Senator UDALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator, you are right to be proud of your out-
standing labs. I have visited them, as have many, and they are
playing a huge role in this. And I thank you.

Senator Gardner.

Senator GARDNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you to
the Secretaries today for your time and testimony. I wanted to
start with you, Secretary Lew, talking about a number of compa-
nies and individuals who will be removed by 2023 from the U.S.
sanctions list, and I hope that you could discuss several of them.
What can you tell this committee about Mr. Fakhrizadeh? Is it cor-
rect to describe him as the father of the Iran nuclear program?

Secretary LEW. I would defer to Secretary Moniz who is the fa-
ther of the Iranian nuclear program.
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Secretary MoONIZ. I will not vouch for it. That term certainly has
been applied to him, yes.

Senator GARDNER. What about Mr. Abbasi? Is it accurate that
the United Nations blacklisted him in 2009 for allegedly being an
aide to Fakhrizadeh in working on Iran’s nuclear and ballistic mis-
sile programs, receive relief by 20237

Secretary LEW. Senator, without commenting on each individual,
if you go through the names of people who have been involved in
Iran’s nuclear program, any step to remove sanctions that are re-
lated to the nuclear program will involve individuals and organiza-
tions that had been involved in Iran’s nuclear program.

Senator GARDNER. Okay. And German engineer, Gerhard Wisser,
he was convicted and sentenced in prison by a South African court
in 2007 for his role in supplying centrifuge components to the A.
Q. Khan black market network. Is that correct?

Secretary LEW. Yes.

Senator GARDNER. He receives relief in 20237

Secretary LEW. I am reluctant to get into individual names.

Senator GARDNER. Why? They are listed in there for relief. Why
would you be reluctant——

Secretary LEW. Because as a group, they have the same char-
acteristic.

Senator GARDNER. Which is what?

Secretary LEwW. Which is, they were designated because of nu-
clear activities.

Senator GARDNER. And now they have their sanctions relief by
2023.

Secretary LEW. And to the extent that Iran keeps its agreement,
we will be relieving nuclear sanctions. If they do not keep their
agreement, we will not be relieving nuclear sanctions.

Senator GARDNER. What message does this send to other
proliferators around the world?

Secretary LEW. I think the message is if you violate the rules
and develop nuclear weapons, and we and the world take action
against you, it will have significant consequence. But if you reach
an agreement and you unwind your nuclear program, that will
have also have consequence.

Senator GARDNER. Thank you. To Secretary Lew, again, following
up on, I believe it was Senator Menendez’s questions, the Iran
Sanctions Act, under the JCPOA, as you understand it, if that act
were simply to be extended, the date changed to 2018. Obviously
the national security waivers would still in place by the President.
Is that something that Congress would pass, change of the date—
2016, 2018? Is that acceptable under the JCPOA.

Secretary LEW. So we have obviously gone back and forth on that
a few times. The re-imposition of nuclear sanctions is something
that if they comply with the nuclear agreement has a very different
character than if they do not comply. And I think that right now
they have agreed to take serious actions. We need to work towards
the implementation of the agreement.

What I was trying to say after the back and forth with Senator
Menendez, we have a host of very powerful sanctions. We have
tools that are not just
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Senator GARDNER. And I heard you explain that to Secretary
Menendez—Senator Menendez.

Secretary LEW. Those remain available——

Senator GARDNER. If you do not mind, we are running out of
time here. Just to follow up on that, if Congress were to pass an
extension to 2018, obviously the national security waivers under
this deal would still be in place, would the President veto that leg-
islation?

Secretary LEW. I think this is not the appropriate time to be dis-
cussing extending a law before we have even had the implementa-
tion period begin on this agreement.

Senator GARDNER. Do you think that makes the snapback provi-
sions weaker or stronger if they are not there when the

Secretary LEw. Well, that is what I was trying to get at. I think
the snapback provisions are extremely powerful with or without
the Iran Sanctions Act. Our oil sanctions, our financial sanctions
have independent ground

Senator GARDNER. You are prepared to have a snapback without
the Iran Sanctions Act in place.

Secretary LEwW. I think the snapback would be very powerful
with or without it.

Senator GARDNER. Secretary Kerry, in your testimony you stated
that U.S. sanctions related to human rights, terrorism, and bal-
listic missiles will remain in place. Your eight ballistic missile ac-
tivities continue under the agreement. How do our sanctions, if
they are in effect if the United States stands alone, slow down their
ballistic missile programs by year 8?

Secretary KERRY. Well, the fact is that regrettably they have
been pursuing certain things without recourse, and one of our de-
terminations here is to up—I think the President said this in the
East Room in his press conference the other day that—for instance,
they have been transferring weapons for 20 years to Lebanon, to
Hezbollah, and there may be as many as 70 to 80,000 rockets now,
we all know, that are a threat to Israel. We need to, all of us, be
engaged in a stronger effort to prevent the movement of these
weapons. And we have the tools——

Senator GARDNER. So by lifting the sanctions in year 8——

Secretary KERRY. No, no, no

Senator GARDNER [continuing]. Israel safer today under this pro-
vision with the ballistic missile embargo lifted?

Secretary KERRY. There is absolutely no question whatsoever
that Israel is safer because Israel

Sefl}ator GARDNER. Let me raise—with the embargo lifted Israel
is safer.

Secretary KERRY. We are not lifting the embargo.

Senator GARDNER. Year 8. I can read you the

Secretary KERRY. Oh, in year 8? No. Well, we still have the—see,
what you are not looking at, Senator, and what everybody needs
to take note of is we have separate U.N. resolutions to apply to all
those other activities, and we have separate regimes that apply to
them. For instance, the Missile Control Technology Regime is a
very powerful instrument. The security proliferation

Senator GARDNER. Let me just—I understand. I am running out
of time. This U.N. language, would the United Nations——
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Secretary KERRY. Well, I know, but it is part of the answer. If
you want to ask a question without an answer, we can all run out
of time.

Senator GARDNER. With the United Nations language, do you be-
lieve Israel is safer in 8 years with the embargo lifted under
United Nations language?

Secretary KERRY. There is no question in my mind because we
have the ability to put all kinds of other sanctions in place as well
as enforce existing U.N. resolutions that apply to missiles and
other things.

Senator GARDNER. You mentioned an article in the Washington
Post, “How the Iran Deal is Good for Israel According to Israelis
Who Know What They Are Talking About.” Do you believe Prime
Minister Netanyahu, who is highly critical of this deal, knows what
he is talking about?

Secretary KERRY. Prime Minister—look I respect and know
Prime Minister Netanyahu very well. I consider him a friend, and
he and I talk regularly. We are still talking even in the midst of
this disagreement because we have a lot of things to talk about. I
completely understand the Prime Minister of a State like Israel,
which has been under siege and existentially threatened all of its
life, that this is also a big challenge. And I understand the expres-
sions of concern that he has voiced.

We just happen to disagree about the impact of what is going to
happen here, and our ability to be able to safeguard Israel going
forward through the mechanisms that have been put in place.
There is absolutely no question whatsoever, indisputable—you can-
not argue—that taking a breakout time from 2 months to a year,
taking a 12,000 kilogram stockpile to zero, taking a centrifuge
hSenator GARDNER. So you would not include them in this list
that—

Secretary KERRY. But, I mean, you have got to look at that, so
maybe you have——

Senator GARDNER. So according to—know what they are talking,
you believe Prime Minister Netanyahu knows what he is talking
about.

Secretary KERRY. I disagree with him on his

Senator GARDNER. But you know what he is—he knows what he
is talking about.

Secretary KERRY. He knows as Prime Minister the fear that he
is expressing, absolutely.

Senator GARDNER. Secretary Moniz, I hope I am pronouncing this
correct. Olli Heinonen, a former deputy director of the IAEA—we
have talked a lot about the TAEA today. We have talked about the
agreement that they have entered into that is not being disclosed
to the committee or the public with Iran. He stated in the New
York Times, “A 24-day adjudicated timeline reduces detection prob-
abilities exactly where the system is weakest, detecting undeclared
facilities and materials.” Is he wrong?

Secretary MoNI1Z. Well, the 24-day thing is explicitly for
undeclared facilities, and I have already expressed use of nuclear
materials in those facilities. We are very confident about detection.
We have to know where to look, and that is, of course, the tradi-
tional role of intelligence, ours and those of our allies and friends.
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Senator GARDNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Murphy.

Senator MURPHY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Thank
you all for spending so much time with us here today. One com-
ment on this issue of nonnuclear sanctions, and then two questions.

The Iranians are worried that we are going to reimpose nuclear
sanctions under the cover of some other excuse; thus, your discus-
sion about the sensitivity of when we may reauthorize the Iran
Sanctions Act. I would just note that what we are talking about
here then is motive, whether or not we are genuine in imposing
sanctions for a non-nuclear related activity, or whether we are
doing it under the cover of trying to get around the agreement.

I do not think there is any way to avoid the fuzziness of that sec-
tion of the agreement because ultimately there can be a dispute
over motive. But I just think we all have to understand that there
is going to be a lack of clarity on that question given the fact that
the dispute ultimately is not going to be about the letter of the law
that we pass, but about the motive that stands behind it. I think
that we can certainly defend instituting new sanctions on non-
nuclear activity, but there is going to be difficulty in trying to de-
fine that motive.

My question, though, is—first question is continuing on this sub-
ject of inspections. Secretary Moniz, the Iranians have made a com-
mitment here that they are not going to engage in any research
and development, that under item 16 “could contribute to the de-
velopment of a nuclear explosive device.” We have talked about the
eyes that we have on Fordow, on Natanz. We know we have got
eyes on the full supply chain.

But there are a host of nuclear-related research activities that
could occur at other research sites that do not involve material that
runs through the supply chain. How do we have an assurance that
there are no R&D activities occurring given the fact that there are
going to be sites that we will not even be asking about frankly, and
there are research activities potentially that can happen that do
not involve that nuclear material that we see in the supply chain
inspections?

Secretary MoNIz. Well, as I said, there are a number of activities
that are listed there which are out of bounds that will not involve
nuclear materials. Clearly, again, almost by definition for any
undeclared site it becomes a question of intelligence acquired in
one way or another, and we have, obviously, nationally a lot of
means as do others.

So once we have the right pointer, then it is a question of getting
in there. And there can be some smoking guns in some cases, for
example, around neutron initiators, that we would detect. In oth-
ers, it will be more in the context of the declared activities do not
kind of make sense with what we see in there, and these all be-
come then additional indicators for our intelligence.

But, you know, I think our intelligence people will say very
straightforwardly that clearly, in the end, these nonnuclear activi-
ties will be more of a challenge than the nuclear materials activi-
ties over which we will have a very, very strong handle.

Senator MURPHY. I want to ask Secretary Lew and Secretary
Kerry about the consequences of Congress voting down this deal.
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I heard Senator Risch’s frustration that he thinks that the sugges-
tion has been made by the administration that there is no choice.
In fact, I hear you to say the very opposite. I hear you to say that
this not, in fact, a referendum on this deal. This is a choice be-
tween two sets of consequences, a set of consequences that flow for-
ward if we approve the deal, and then a different set of con-
sequences that flow forward if Congress rejects this deal. And so,
as I look at that second set of consequences that we have to be fully
cognizant of if the United States Congress rejects this deal, I sort
of see it in five parts, and I want to give this analysis to you and
then ask you both to tell me where I am wrong or where I might
be right.

First, the sanctions are going to fray initially. The Russians and
Chinese likely will not continue to sign, and over time likely will
in substance fall apart. Second, Iran is going to be able to resume
full operation of its nuclear program. It gets closer and closer to the
breakout time. Three, the inspections that we have under the
JCPOA disappear and we go blind again inside Iran. Fourth, this
administration’s ability to do nuclear diplomacy frankly ends for
the next year and a half. There is no legitimacy with the clear indi-
cation that Congress will not support any agreement that this ad-
ministration enters into. And fifth, the potential that internally
this rejection of the deal will be a major victory for the hardliners
making it much less likely that the moderates are going to win in
the next election, meaning that there may not be anyone to deal
with should we get back to the table in the next administration.

That is a pretty severe set of consequences, but this is not ulti-
mately a referendum. This is a choice, and if you reject this deal,
then you have got to be pretty apocalyptic about how badly this
deal will go down if you accept those broad parameters as the alter-
native. So tell me if this how you read the consequences of Con-
gress rejecting this deal.

Secretary KERRY. Well, Senator, I think you have hit the nail on
the head with a series of absolutely clearly anticipatable con-
sequences, and I would agree with what you have said. I mean,
this is not a case of no choices. There is a choice, and as Senator
Murphy has said, there is a—you know, each person can make the
judgement about the consequences of their choice. But the choice
is really between the assurances we have that come with this
agreement, the certainty that comes with a 98-percent reduction of
a stockpile, the certainty that comes from the limitation of 3.67
percent of enrichment for 15 years. You cannot make a bomb with
just those two items, let alone the reduction of centrifuges, the lim-
itation on what is spinning, the intrusive inspections.

All that goes away. So that is the choice. You are going to wipe
all that out. But, what else as a result of that? Well, I urge col-
leagues who have not done it to spend time with our intel commu-
nity and ask for the analysis of the Supreme Leader and of the
state of politics in Iran. The Supreme Leader highly distrusts us,
and we highly distrust him in return. There is nothing in this
agreement built on trust. It is all a matter of verification.

But the Supreme Leader has felt from the very beginning—I can-
not deal with the West because I cannot trust them. I tried it be-
fore and nothing happened, and then there were some small discus-
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sions that took place in Afghanistan a number of years ago with
ambassadors. Nothing came out of that. I could give you—I am not
going to go through the whole history, but there is a long history
of mistrust, and much deeper than, the whole context of the revolu-
tion out of which the regime comes.

So if we say no after saying in good faith we are here to nego-
tiate and we can come to agreement, but we walked away from it—
not because we chose to, but Congress chooses to—they will not
know who to deal with. We certainly are not going to be dealt with.
A lot of other people will not know who to deal with. But more im-
portantly, he is not coming back. There is no way—all of the people
who say go get a better deal—no way. When they believe they have
given up things in good faith and made proclamations about no nu-
clear weapons forever, and they are willing to be subject to the
NPT.

The NPT is at the heart of nonproliferation, Senators. We have
189 nations that live by it. We would be turning away from the
NPT. That is, part of this vote would be basically saying we do not
trust the NPT. We do not like the NPT. There is no way Iran could
come under the NPT. We are not going to do this. So the con-
sequences of this are even more than what you laid out, Senator.

And here is what else happens. I know this will happen. You
know, I have been around politics long enough. I have a pretty
good sense. I mean, a lot of people were out there opposing this
agreement before it was announced. A lot of people were opposing
it before they had read it. So I know what we are going to hear
in the context of this. If this agreement is not passed—is not
agreed to—it does not meet Congress’ approval, and the sanctions
are gone, and Iran goes back to enriching, you can hear the hue
and cry right now. People are going to be saying, well, what are
we going to do about it? They are enriching. You will hear the
Prime Minister of Israel coming up, time to bomb. What are we
going to do?

That is why learned people who led security establishments in
Israel say that is probably the alternative here. So when they are
enriching like crazy and we have passed up diplomacy and we have
passed up the Non-Proliferation Treaty, which option is left to us
to enforce this? I know there are senators who are uncomfortable
with the idea that they may have an industrial enrichment pro-
gram. So what is your plan? Knock out their entire capacity, erase
their memory of how to do a fuel cycle? Totally go to war? I heard
somebody mention Iraq earlier that we had huge, you know, ability
to know what was happening in Iraq. Folks, that was after we in-
vaded the country and completely defeated their army. Yes, then
we had anywhere, any time inspections. That is the only place in
the world you have had it. No country in the world has anywhere,
any time.

So I would just ask people to be reasonable. There are more con-
sequences than those laid out by Senator Murphy, but each one of
the ones he laid out are pretty consequential.

Secretary LEwW. Senator Murphy, if I could just respond——

Senator MURPHY. Yes.

Secretary LEW [continuing]. On the sanctions point, I agree with
you that sanctions would fray. But I think in addition, you know,
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we have had a lot of discussion about Iran’s reserves. We have to
remember that those reserves are not sitting in the United States.
They are sitting around the world in countries like India. And if
this agreement falls apart, our ability to keep that money from
Iran will also fall apart. So I think the concern is they get their
money and there is no nuclear agreement and all of the other con-
sequences. So that is very real.

And with regard to your comment on our ability to re-impose
sanctions, I totally agree with you. If it is seen as a pretext for put-
ting nuclear sanctions back in place, then that violates the agree-
ment. But we have reserved the ability to put sanctions back in
place on terrorism and for other reasons.

Senator MURPHY. And my only point on that is there is inherent
fuzziness.

Secretary LEW. It is inherently. It is a matter of interpretation,
which is why people can say that they have different views. But
this was heavily discussed in the negotiation. It is not as if this
was some accidental provision.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. I think the thought process that you
walked through was very helpful, and I do want to say that Con-
gress in this case did put in place many of the sanctions that
brought Iran to the table. And what I think is to a degree unfair
about the presentation is the Secretary himself afforded himself
the ability to walk away from this deal and face all of these same
consequences during the negotiations. You said that no deal is bet-
ter than a bad deal, and at many times you laid out the percentage
chances of this happening.

So you yourself—you yourself—had to be thinking about going
down the very path that Senator Murphy just put out. But what
you did by going to the U.N. Security Council and by laying this
out in the way you are, basically even though we put mandates in
place that brought them to the table, you are trying to paint this
picture that basically takes that choice away from us. And I find
that to be incredibly unfair.

Secretary KERRY. Mr. Chairman, could I just say to you the
choice would have been the same whether or not the Security
Council had voted. It is the exact same choice.

And the great distinction here—with all due respect, sir—is that
when I was ready to walk away, everybody else would have come
with me because they understood the walking away was due to the
intransigence of Iran. So we would have walked away and held the
unity of the sanctions, and we could have then done more, or if we
had to resort to it, military people would have understood why. The
problem is now they will not understand why, and we will not walk
away with anyone.

The CHAIRMAN. And I do not want to put too much emphasis on
the U.N. Security Council issue, but I will go back and say that,
again, the way you present the options, you have put Congress in
the place of being the pariah, taking that away from Iran being it.
And I think the way you frame it put Congress in a very unfair
light.

Senator Perdue.

Senator PERDUE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will go one step
further. I am outraged. I think by the administration going to the
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United Nations before we actually have a chance to even read the
document and go forward in these discussions in a good faith, bi-
partisan manner, we are showing the world that we do not stand
together right now, and that is what this is all about. That is why
we fought for the last few months in this committee.

And I am so encouraged that we ended up with a unanimous
vote in this committee and a 98-1 vote in the Senate to go back
to the balance of power between the legislative and executive
branch. I am encouraged that Senator King is here sitting here for
4 hours—3 hours this morning, 4 hours almost, listening to this.
People are involved in this, Mr. Secretary, and 1 appreciate what
you guys have done. This is a yeoman’s job you have had, a huge
task. Mr. Secretary, you have played hurt the last few months of
this thing. Thank you for all your effort.

I personally have tried to take a very measured approach in this
to try and understand the issues, to try and understand what we
were trying to achieve. I have heard the Secretary of State say that
our goal is preclude Iran from ever becoming a nuclear weapon
state, but I am very troubled today. I look at this somewhat skep-
tically because of the——

Mr. Lew, I am not sure what I said was humorous.

But let me just read you a couple of quotes here. “This agree-
ment will help to achieve a long-standing and vital American objec-
tive: an end to the threat of nuclear proliferation,” 1994, President
Bill Clinton. President Obama: “Iran will never be permitted to de-
velop a nuclear weapon.” President Clinton: “Compliance will be
certified by the International Atomic Energy Agency.” President
Obama: “What we are going to do is setting up a mechanism
whereby, yes, IAEA inspectors can go anyplace.” President Clinton:
“This agreement represents the first step on a road to a nuclear
free Korean peninsula.” President Obama: “This framework would
cut off every pathway that Iran could possibly take to develop a nu-
clear weapon.”

I am unsettled because we have had bad experiences dealing
with bad actors. If I look at this today, I hear, Secretary of State,
you said something I had not heard you say before, and I want to
dial into this. We are guaranteeing they will not have a nuclear
weapon. I know that is our goal, but I have read every page of this
document. I have seen the classified documents. I am very con-
cerned that as I read this, the deal—I understand our objective. I
understand our intent and our commitment is to never allow Iran
to have a nuclear weapon.

My question, Secretary Kerry, again, is, does this deal actually
preclude Iran from becoming a nuclear weapon state?

Secretary KERRY. Senator, first of all, I really appreciate your ap-
proach to this, and I very much appreciate your comments, and I
know you are taking this very, very seriously—as are other Sen-
ators. And I want to speak specifically to your several concerns.

First of all, I spent 29 years here on this committee back in the
early days of the MX missile debates, and INF, and Europe, and
SALT, and START, and so forth. This, I believe, is one of the most
extensive agreements with the most extensive access provisions
and accountability standards I have seen in the time that I was
here.
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And I believe we have put in place a highly distinguishable set
of measures from North Korea. First of all, North Korea, during
the 8 years of the Clinton administration, they did not gain one
ounce of plutonium capacity. What they did was they started cheat-
ing on the HEU—highly enriched uranium—path and the frame-
work that was in place, and the administration changed.

And the new administration came with a different attitude about
how to approach them. But with the discovery of the cheating on
the HEU, they immediately shut down the diplomatic track, and
North Korea pulled out of the NPT—fully pulled out of the NPT.
There were no inspections. Nothing else was happening. And, yes,
they blew up several nuclear weapons, and they developed their
nuclear capacity.

That should be a warning to everybody here about why what we
have, in fact, put in place is so important and ought to be em-
braced, because unlike North Korea, the North Korea experience is
what gave birth to the Additional Protocol.

Senator PERDUE. Secretary Kerry, I apologize

Secretary KERRY. Okay. I just want you to know, though, the Ad-
ditional Protocol came into existence to remedy the deficit of what
happened with North Korea. So the access we have here we never
had in North Korea. We have an unprecedented ability to hold Iran
accountable. And I believe through the myriad of access to their
civil nuclear program—24/7 access to their declared facilities, we
will know instantaneously if they try to move to

Senator PERDUE. I understand, and I heard you say that last
night, and I appreciate that. If they do, we will know. But does this
deal—does this agreement preclude Iran from becoming a nuclear
weapon state, the deal itself?

Secretary KERRY. I believe if the agreement is fully implemented,
and obviously if Iran lives by it, yes.

Senator PERDUE. Thank you. Secretary Lew, with regard to the
options, what brought Iran to the negotiating table recently? What
is their motive for coming and negotiating in the first place?

Secretary LEW. I am not sure I can tell you the specific thing,
but when we look at the impact of the sanctions over the last num-
ber of years, it has crushed Iran’s economy. It has crushed it in
every way

Senator PERDUE. Reduced it about 20 percent.

Secretary LEW. Yes. The size of the economy is down. The ex-
change rate is terrible. The unemployment and inflation rates are
sky high.

Senator PERDUE. So—excuse me—the concern I have then is in
the very beginning when they came to the table we ceded to them
the right to enrich, the right to potentially bypass 18 countries who
are good actors on the world stage, and join an elite group of five
countries that actually have civil nuclear programs but do not en-
rich. Now, there are nine, as I understand it, nine countries that
actually have nuclear weapons, five in the NPT, four out of the
NPT. They obviously have civil programs. They obviously enrich.
But the delineation here between the countries that are good play-
ers—Germany, Brazil, Afghanistan—I am sorry—Argentina, Hol-
land, Japan—we are putting Iran into that group, a bad actor like
Iran.
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My question is, the option that I see to this is potentially dou-
bling down on the sanctions that got them to the table in the first
place, and I would like to respond to that. We know it was crushing
their economy. We know it was having a tremendous impact on
their regime. And my question is, is that not a viable option today
as we look at alternatives to the deal itself?

Secretary LEW. You know, Senator, I think the reasons the sanc-
tions have had the powerful effect is that they are not just U.S.
sanctions. They have been international sanctions, and that re-
quires keeping an international coalition together to impose the
kinds of tough sanctions that we have had.

You know, in past debates over U.S. sanctions, we have gone
back and forth with the Congress saying if you do more and it
keeps other countries out, then we are in the end doing less. And
I think we have come to a good place on each of the round of dis-
cussions over sanctions to grow the coalition in the world.

If this deal is rejected, the other partners who have helped us to
impose those sanctions will not be of like mind.

Senator PERDUE. Of the $115 billion that you have identified,
and I understand the nuances of the different categories of that
cash, how much is that relative to our tertiary—our secondary
rather—sanctions on other countries dealing with Iran versus the
EU and other players on the P5+1?

Secretary LEW. I would have to go back and look at the numbers,
but these are Iran’s resources.

Senator PERDUE. I understand, but I am trying to make the de-
lineation here between what is—what are the sanctions—what per-
centage of the $115 is due to U.S. sanctions, congressional sanc-
tions, versus the P5+1.

Secretary LEwW. It is kind of hard to disaggregate because our
sanctions are effective as they are because we get the cooperation
of other countries. And I can tell you on behalf of the other Secre-
taries at this table, we have had for years now ongoing discussions
where it is getting harder and harder to keep countries tied to the
oil sanctions, for example, because it is hard on their economies.

They have been willing to do it because the goal of the sanctions
was to get Iran to the negotiating table. Query: would they be will-
ing to do it if the Iranians came to the negotiating table and we
rejected a deal that all the other countries in the P5+1 have signed
onto? That is where our sanctions ability starts to fray.

Senator PERDUE. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Kaine.

Senator KAINE. Thank you, Mr. Chair, and thank you to the wit-
nesses. This is very hard because diplomacy with an adversary,
with an enemy, is hard. Diplomacy with a friend can be hard, but
diplomacy with an enemy—President Truman when he proposed to
spend billions of dollars to rebuild the economy of Germany after
they had done two wars against the United States in 25 years, that
was hard, and there were objections, and there were no votes.
President Kennedy, Nuclear Test Ban Treaty with the Soviet
Union. During the Bay of Pigs they were negotiating. That was
hard, it was controversial, and there were no votes. Diplomacy with
an adversary is hard. Diplomacy with an adversary is often nec-
essary.
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This is a deal that in my review produces a dramatically better
position for about 15 years than the status quo before negotiations
started. When you started the negotiations right before Iran had a
program that was 19,000 centrifuges and growing, you have
knocked it back 6,000. Twelve thousand kilograms of enriched,
enough for multiple weapons, you have knocked it back to 300. An
enrichment level, 20 percent and climbing. You have knocked it
back to 3.67 percent. A heavy water plutonium facility, they are
dismantling it.

They were on a path where they had a huge program and it was
growing. For 15 years this deal with the inspections mechanisms,
et cetera, produces a dramatically better status quo for the United
States, for regional allies, for the world.

My questions are about after year 15. Secretary Moniz, various
provisions start to come off certain elements of the program, cer-
tain inspections beginning in year 8, 10. Year 15, the 300-kilogram
cap comes off. When you get to year 25 here is how I read this deal.
The deal basically is Iran commits in the first paragraph of the
agreement under no circumstances will Iran ever seek to develop,
purchase, or acquire nuclear weapons. They have agreed to all the
NPT obligations going forward, and they have agreed that any nu-
clear program will be completely civil in nature. They make that
commitment.

What we have to determine if they will cheat will be the intel-
ligence that we have, the knowledge we gain through 25 years of
enhanced inspections, and the ongoing inspections under the NPT,
especially the Additional Protocol. Is that level of knowledge suffi-
cient at year 25 and thereafter to detect if Iran tries to violate this
deal and acquire nuclear weapons?

Secretary MoON1zZ. Well, I think it certainly puts us in a far
stronger position than we would be otherwise, and I think the risk
on their part would be enormous to try to break their commit-
ments. And I think you put your finger on a very important thing,
which I think our intelligence community would support. We
should not forget the tremendous knowledge of the program, what
they are doing, where they are doing it, over 25 years. We will
have a lot of indicators to really amplify our national means.

Senator KAINE. That is a good segue to the question I want to
ask Secretary Kerry, which is about alternatives. You talked with
Senator Murphy about them. I think there were those who objected
to the negotiations starting in November 2013. They were against
that diplomatic beginning. If we could go back to that status quo,
it seems to me that the status quo then was we had sanctions.
They were punishing Iran, hurting their economy, but they were
racing ahead on their nuclear program. We were hurting their
economy, but the nuclear program—19,000 centrifuges and climb-
ing, 12,000 kilograms and climbing, enrichment percentage climb-
ing, Arak heavy water moving ahead.

If we just had lived with status quo, it seems to me one of two
things was going to happen: either they were going to eventually
capitulate because of the sanctions, or they were going to get a nu-
clear weapon. They were two odds. I do not know, and I am not
going to ask you to assign odds to those two things, but there was
a significant risk. The program—had you not started diplomacy,
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they were going to get a nuclear weapon, and you have forestalled
that. So that was one alternative, we do nothing, but that status
quo was a dangerous one where their program was rocketing
ahead.

Let me mention another alternative because it has been men-
tioned by members of this body. After the framework was an-
nounced on April 2, a member of this body, who has been a loud
and influential voice on this issue, said bombing Iran to end their
program would only take a few days. Mr. Secretary, you have been
at war. Do you find that to be a realistic statement?

Senator KERRY. Well, it is—I find it to be a factual statement in
the sense that it would only take a few days, but I do not find it
to be a realistic statement in terms of policy because the implica-
tions of that—if you are not at the end of your rope, in other words,
if it is not last resort—would be extraordinarily complicated for the
United States.

Senator KAINE. If we were to do that, that is an alternative. If
we were to do that right now, would we have international support
for that?

Secretary KERRY. Not on your life. No way.

Senator KAINE. And would we have an international legal basis
for doing it? We were in Israel in January. A number of us met
with Israeli intelligence officials who said they have concluded that
Iran is trying to get to a threshold, but that Iran has not yet made
a decision to pursue and acquire nuclear weapons. If we were to
initiate a war against Iran when they had not yet made that deci-
sion, would there be an international basis for a war?

Secretary KERRY. No, and furthermore, we would be proceeding
without any of our allies, which is not a small consequence.

Senator KAINE. Let me flip it around on you because I want to
talk about credible military threat. If this deal is done, and if Iran
confirms to the entire global community and the U.N., Iran reaf-
firms that under no circumstances will Iran ever seek, develop, or
acquire any nuclear weapons, they pledge that to the world, we are
all in agreement, and then they break toward a nuclear weapon,
would we be more likely to have the support of international part-
ners if we want to take military action to stop them from doing
what they pledged not to do?

Secretary KERRY. Absolutely.

Senator KAINE. Would we have a greater legal basis to justify
taking military action to stop them from doing what they have
pledged not to do?

Secretary KERRY. Yes.

Senator KAINE. And we would have because of an inspections re-
gime plus existing intelligence a lot more knowledge about how to
target military action, increasing the credibility of our military
threat?

Secretary KERRY. Yes.

Senator KAINE. I do not have any other questions, Mr. Chair.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Senator Isakson.

Senator ISAKSON. Thank you. Chairman Corker and Senator
Cardin, thank you for your opening statements, and thank you for
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the way in which you have handled the beginning of this debate
that we will have over the next 56 remaining days.

I am going to be pretty brief because everything has been said.
Just everybody has not said it, so I am familiar with Senate hear-
ings when they enter their fourth hour. But I do want to make a
couple of things crystal clear on behalf of my constituents, and I
speak for myself as well.

Secretary Kerry, you said this has unprecedented transparency
from the standpoint of inspections and hold Iran accountable. Is
that correct?

Secretary KERRY. With the exception of the Iraq war, yes.

Senator ISAKSON. Do you recall the debate on the New START
Treaty?

Secretary KERRY. Somewhat.

Senator ISAKSON. We were involved in that pretty heavily when
you were chairman of the committee.

Secretary KERRY. That was missiles, and there is a distinction
between nuclear missiles and the nuclear program. But I know we
had a shorter period for access to a missile. This is a different deal.

Senator ISAKSON. But what got the two-thirds majority that rati-
fied the New START Treaty in the Senate was satisfaction to the
Senate that the inspection regimen was quick, decisive, and the
United States had access to look and verify what the Russians had
told us. Is that not correct?

Secretary KERRY. Correct, on a missile. That is correct.

Senator ISAKSON. But it was a verification of an agreement in
the treaty.

Secretary KERRY. I understand.

Senator ISAKSON. This particular agreement, as I understand it,
and you can correct me if I am wrong, the IAEA is the inspector.

Secretary KERRY. Principal inspector. We are obviously
sleuthing, and all our intelligence communities around the world
would be following it, but they are the principal and identified in-
spector.

Senator ISAKSON. And we pay 25 percent of the costs to the JAEA
as I understand it. Is that correct?

Secretary KERRY. Yes, it is.

Senator ISAKSON. And the treaty specifically says none of the in-
spectors can be Americans. Is that correct?

Secretary KERRY. In this particular thing, yes, that is correct.

Senator ISAKSON. Those two points that I have raised are why
people raise questions in terms of the inspections and whether they
are unprecedented in their transparency. And I will just leave that
for you to respond to now or later, but I think you are really going
to have to deal with it deeper than you have today.

Secretary KERRY. Well, I am happy to—there are a lot of reasons,
not the least of which is that we do not have diplomatic relations
with Iran, which is one of the principal reasons that we cannot pro-
ceed to have inspectors and so forth.

The START Treaty had specific locations identified in it, pre-lo-
cated. This inspection is for things that we cannot pre-locate. These
are for what we might suspect at some point in time or what we
might have some evidence of at a point in time. And so what the
START inspections are analogous to is an IAEA visit to a declared
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location. We have that. We have the same thing: declared location
in START, declared location here.

What is unprecedented here, Senator, which we negotiated—and
I was, you know, pleased we got it—is this ability for us to be able
to close out the IAEA process. The reason we are all here today is
that the TAEA could never get it finished. They would fight. They
would go back and forth. Years went by. Nothing closed it out. We
have an ability, through the Joint Commission, to vote, go to the
U.N. Security Council and mandate that they give us access. And
if they have not given us the access, they are in material breach,
and we get snapback of the sanctions. So there is an automaticity
to this that does not exist in other agreements.

Secretary MONIZ. Senator, may I?

Senator ISAKSON. Give me one second, Secretary Moniz. I want
to get one other question, and then we will elaborate. Thank you
for the answer.

The second that concerns a lot of people, and I think Senator
Menendez brought it up a minute ago or in his earlier statement,
was the negotiation of the 5-year when the United Nations embar-
go on conventional arms goes away. It appears to me that that ap-
peared late in the negotiations and was not something that was on
the table originally or even thought to be talked about because this
was a nuclear deal. Why and when did that embargo—the expira-
tion of that embargo get into the deal?

Secretary KERRY. The discussions of the embargo actually began
on almost day one of the negotiations.

Senator ISAKSON. Well then

Secretary KERRY. And they went on for 2 years—2% years.

Senator ISAKSON. Why in a hearing based on nuclear weapons
and prohibiting the Iranians from getting a nuclear weapon would
we waive a sanction at some point in time in the future on export-
ing conventional arms? Why would that be a part of the agreement
to start with?

Secretary KERRY. Well, let me explain to you. It is a good ques-
tion, and let me answer it. It was slid into the U.N. resolution at
the last minute. Frankly

Senator ISAKSON. The arms embargo provision.

Secretary KERRY. The arms embargo and the missile. The arms
embargo specifically was the last minute, then——

Senator ISAKSON. It is a nuclear resolution, right?

Secretary KERRY. Right. Then, you know, U.N. Permanent Rep-
resentative Susan Rice helped write that or wrote a good part of
it, and she put it in. And, in fact, the Iranians bitterly objected to
it, felt it was being rammed at them in the context of a nuclear
agreement, and it had no business being part of a nuclear agree-
ment. These are conventional arms, and they thought they had
every right in the world to do it.

They have fundamentally ignored it for all these years, but they
made it clear from the get-go that one of the primary red lines was
they had to get all those sanctions lifted. We said, no, we are not
going to lift them. We are not going to do this when your behav-
ior—look at what you are doing in Yemen, look at what you are
doing with Hezbollah. We are not going to lift it.




219

The problem is, Senator, we had three countries out of seven that
were ready to lift it all together on day one, and four countries that
said, no, we need to keep it. So the compromise ultimately was, rec-
ognizing that we had many different ways of coming at the enforce-
ment of activities on missiles and arms—with specific resolutions
for no arms to the Houthi, no arms to the Shia in Iraq, no arms
to Hezbollah, no arms to Libya, no arms to North Korea.

All these are existing resolutions that we have and can enforce.
So we did not think we were losing anything. In fact, we won a vic-
tory to get the 5 and the 8 years to continue them in the context
of a nuclear resolution where they believed they did not belong in
the first place.

Senator ISAKSON. My time is almost up, so I am going to inter-
rupt. I apologize for doing that.

Secretary KERRY. No, that is fine.

Senator ISAKSON. But correct me on one thing. You said at the
beginning it was on the table from almost the beginning.

Secretary KERRY. Well, no. What was——

Senator ISAKSON. No, but let me finish.

Secretary KERRY. Their demand was on the table from the begin-
ning.

Senator ISAKSON. Okay.

Secretary KERRY. Their demand, and we said no from the begin-
ning, and frankly we knew this was going come down to be prob-
ably the last issue.

Senator ISAKSON. And then you said, “quite frankly it was slid
in at the end.”

Secretary KERRY. At the U.N. by Susan Rice when she first wrote
Resolution 1929, the arms embargo came into that resolution at the
very last minute.

Senator ISAKSON. Well, my only point—I am sorry I am cutting
you off, but I want to respective of time. The inspection and the
transparency of those inspections, in some satisfaction we did not
give away the store on conventional arms to put Israel or some of
the other Middle Eastern countries into jeopardy is a serious ques-
tion that needs to be responded to.

Secretary Moniz, you wanted to say something.

Secretary MoONi1z. I was going to add a small footnote to the issue
of countries without diplomatic relations not being part of the in-
spection team, which obviously includes us. I just wanted to point
out that, again, that for decades now, all the inspectors are
trained—have training here in the United States. We are very con-
fident in a very, very broad set of very competent people. In addi-
tion, and I can get you the exact number, but right now I think
we have about a dozen Americans in the safeguards effort at IAEA,
and obviously they play a very critical role.

Senator ISAKSON. I would love it if you would get me that infor-
mation specifically.

[The written reply provided for the record to the above informa-
tion requested follows:]

As of April 30, 2015, the IAEA had 786 total staff in its Department of Safe-
guards. Of that number, 80 are American citizens.
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Secretary KERRY. And, Senator, I will get you a list of all the
mechanisms we have to prevent the arms from flowing, that are a
threat to Israel and the region.

Senator ISAKSON. Those are critical questions to me and I think
the American people. Thank you for your service to the country.

Secretary KERRY. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. Senator Markey, we are going to
take a break when we have the second round start. Can you all
make it through three more Senators?

Secretary KERRY. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. Okay, thank you.

Senator Markey.

Senator MARKEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you for
your service to our country. We very much appreciate all your great
work.

Secretary Moniz, one of the assertions which is made is that in—
after 15 years that all bets are off, and that Iran can then begin
to enrich theoretically up to 90 percent if they want, which is a
bomb grade material. Can you deal with that issue, that is what
happens in 15 years? What happens when Iran announces that it
would go past 3 percent, go past 5 percent, go past 20 percent in
terms of its enrichment of uranium? What is the law, the regula-
tion, the sense of the world community in terms of what they could
do at that point to make sure that there was not a bombmaking
program that was now put in place in Iran?

Secretary MoNIiz. Well, of course, Senator, first of all, whether it
is 15 or 20 years or whenever, they will be required to report all
their nuclear activity, and clearly if they were to report that they
were enriching to 90 percent, every alarm bell in the world would
go off because there is no reason to do that. So

Senator MARKEY. And when the alarm—when the alarm bell
went off, what would then happen?

Secretary MONIZ. I would imagine there would be, first of all, an
extraordinarily strong, and I would imagine, cohesive international
pressure, perhaps sanctions, and perhaps a military response.

Senator MARKEY. So, for example, what would Russia’s response
be in 15 years if Iran started enriching to 50, 60, 80, 90 percent?
What would happen?

Secretary MoNIZ. Everything I saw in the last months of negotia-
tions is they would be solidly with us in very, very strong opposi-
tion to that.

Senator MARKEY. Secretary Kerry, do you agree with that?

Secretary KERRY. Totally. They, and China, were really surpris-
ingly and very welcomingly deeply committed to this effort, and
very anti any nuclear weapons program.

Senator MARKEY. So in 15 years. Secretary Moniz, please con-
tinue.

Secretary MoNIz. No, I was going to say, and then, of course, as
I mentioned, if they declare this, the alarm bells would go off. But
furthermore, if they did not declare it, which would be a more like-
ly scenario frankly, then what we still have is through these 25
years actually, the containment and surveillance on any manufac-
turing of centrifuges, the uranium. So once again, they would need
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the entire supply chain covertly, which would be an extraordinarily
difficult thing to carry off.

Senator MARKEY. So in the early years, Secretary Moniz, if Iran
decided that they wanted to violate the agreement after disman-
tling their program, how long would it take for them to take their
rotors, their components, out of mothballs and to reconstitute their
program in the first 10 years if we were successful in watching its
dismantlement in the early years?

Secretary MoONI1z. I would say in rough terms, 2 to 3 years prob-
ably to do that. That would depend a lot upon conditions of their
machines, et cetera. But that is a ballpark.

Senator MARKEY. Yes.

Secretary Kerry.

Secretary KERRY. Senator, I just wanted to add something be-
cause you are dealing, sort of, with this 15-year concept. But the
truth is, because of the 25-year tracking of their uranium, it would
be impossible for them to, you know, have a separate covert track.
So the only track by which they might be able to begin to enrich
would be through the declared facility, and we would know it in-
stantaneously.

Senator MARKEY. And the world would say stop.

Secretary KERRY. Exactly.

Senator MARKEY. Okay. So, let me ask you this, Secretary Kerry.
You spoke earlier about the Iranian Foreign Minister visiting the
Emirates this weekend. Can you talk about that and what your
hopes are for the unfolding diplomatic opportunities that may be
possible in that region?

Secretary KERRY. I will, Senator Markey, but I would preface it
by saying to all my colleagues that nothing we have done in here
is predicated on some change or something that is unanticipatable.
Can one hope that this kind of opportunity perhaps provides a mo-
ment for possibilities and change? Yes, absolutely.

And, in fact, President Rouhani and Foreign Minister Zarif—both
in their public statements embracing this arrangement—talked
about how it could open a new moment in the Middle East for the
countries to be able to come together and be able to resolve some
of the differences that have separated them. I know for a fact that
the Foreign Minister of Iran wants to engage with the GCC coun-
tries, that this is not the only country he plans to visit. He wants
to sit down with them. The Saudis have indicated a willingness to
sit down.

So who knows where that dialogue goes, but I can guarantee you
the United States will do everything that we can to encourage it
and to try to help it find some kind of specific steps that might be
able to begin to deal with Yemen, the Houthi, with other issues
that we face.

Senator MARKEY. You spoke earlier about the Saudis, and you
have talked to them in the last week. Could you expand upon that
a 1it(11:‘l>e bit more in terms of what you feel is a possibility going for-
ward?

Secretary KERRY. Generally what I would say, Senator, is this:
of course, all the countries in the region are apprehensive because
they see Iran engaged with the Houthis in Yemen. They see them
engaged with the Shia militias in Iraq. They seem them also fight-
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ing against ISIL. They also see them in Syria where they have
made the most havoc supporting Assad and supporting Hezbollah
over the years. And Hezbollah obviously is a threat to Israel, a
threat to the region, not to mention that there has been support
for Hamas even lately.

These things concern us deeply, and it concerns them. And that
is precisely why we have come together and are working on what
I talked about earlier with, I think Senator Gardner, about the evo-
lution of the Camp David process that begins to fill out a new secu-
rity arrangement and a new understanding of how together we can
push back against these activities.

Senator MARKEY. Thank you. Secretary Moniz, did you want to
anything in terms of the likelihood that there could be a breakout
under the regime—the legal regime which we have in place that
would not be detected early enough in order for there to be an
international response?

Secretary MON1z. No, I think a breakout would be very quickly,
I think, detected, and then it is a question of the response. And,
of course, especially in these—in this first decade or so I think we
have a—and beyond the first decade I think we have a very com-
fortable period of time to do diplomatic and/or other responses.

Senator MARKEY. Okay. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. Thank all of
you for your work. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator.

Senator Paul.

Senator PAUL. Thank you for your testimony. I continue to sup-
port a negotiated solution and think it preferable to war. I think
a military solution, in all likelihood, will accelerate the possibility
of them having nuclear weapons, of ending inspections, et cetera.
However, it does have to be a good deal, and I think that is the
debate we have.

Secretary Kerry, I guess I would ask, in general, how would you
describe Iran’s history of compliance with international agree-
ments? Would you say they are generally trustworthy or generally
untrustworthy?

Secretary KERRY. There is no trust built into this deal at all. It
is not based on any concept of trust.

Senator PAUL. And I agree. I think everybody sort of understands
that. The Ayatollah’s recent comments where he said, “The Ameri-
cans say they stopped Iran from acquiring a nuclear weapon. They
know it is not true.” So we have the history of, you know,
untrustworthiness. We have a lot of verbal or verbiage coming from
the Ayatollah already saying, well, you know, this really is not any
limitation on our ability to make a weapon. So really then it comes
down to a good agreement.

Someone asked, well, you know, this stops them from having nu-
clear weapon. Yes, if they comply, sure. So then the question is
compliance. And my question, and to my, I guess, my problem is
that there is a great deal of credence being given to snapback, you
know, sanctions as this way, as this lever to get them to comply.
Secretary Lew talked about there being a phased reduction in sanc-
tions. That is not exactly the way I read the agreement, though,
because they do have to do some things, and I think they are sig-
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nificant things: reducing the amount of enriched uranium, et
cetera, to a low level, and getting rid of centrifuges, et cetera.

The problem is that the wording of the agreement then says that
sanctions are simultaneously withdrawn, and the vast majority are.
There is some compliance, but to me it is the initiation of compli-
ance. I am more worried about the continuing compliance after
that. And I think the argument would be that snapback sanctions
will be that lever.

I guess my preference would have been that there would have
been more of a truly phased reduction or a step-wise reduction over
a many-year period of the sanctions and not the immediate release
of sanctions. And I guess my question is, in the negotiations, was
there discussion, was it ever our position that we should not have
simultaneous release of all sanctions, but a more step-wise or grad-
ual reduction in sanctions to ensure compliance?

Secretary KERRY. Well, this was obviously at the heart of the ne-
gotiation, which is why we drove, what we considered to be, such
a very hard bargain with respect to what they needed to do.

Look, it was always the fundamental equation of this negotia-
tion. You folks passed sanctions. We passed sanctions. And our pas-
sage of sanctions was specifically to bring them to table to nego-
tiate. So if that was the negotiating lever, clearly when they came
to the table, they wanted the lever taken away. And so, the quid
pro quo here was always what restraints will we get? What insight
to their program? What long-term commitments can we get that?
They cannot get a bomb. How do we fulfill President Obama’s
pledge to close off the four pathways to a bomb? That is the ex-
change. And they get some relief from sanctions.

Now, their insistence for 2 years was obviously this notion, and
all the way to the end actually, has to all go away at once. Every-
thing, all the sanctions, all the U.N., everybody’s sanctions. Well,
we resisted that. We did not do that. It is not what happened.

What we did was we wound up securing the 1l-year breakout
time going from 2 months to 1 year, securing the safety of reducing
their operable centrifuges, and reducing the research that they
could do on the next advanced wave of centrifuges. Reducing the
stockpile, locking it in a low level that could not produce a bomb,
locking in their enrichment level at a low level that cannot produce
a bomb.

So, in exchange for all of the things we have required them to
do, which, by the way, Senator, are genuinely extensive, they have
to undo their piping. They have to undo their electrical. They have
move things. There is a huge amount of work they do.

Senator PAUL. I guess, though——

Secretary KERRY. So when that is done, I do not know whether
it will be 6 months or a year, but when it is done, we lift the funda-
mental component of financial and banking sanctions that were the
heart of what brought them to the table. That is the exchange.

Senator PAUL. But I guess my point is that everybody that is for
the agreement, yourself included, are saying this will prevent them
from having a nuclear weapon, and the Ayatollah is saying exactly
the opposite.

Secretary KERRY. Well, no, the Ayatollah has actually, and the
intel community—I urge you to connect with them. There is no de-
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cision there whatsoever. What he is doing is protecting his domes-
tic turf. By the way——

Senator PAUL. But he is saying the opposite. He is saying that
this is not true, that this not stop us from acquiring a nuclear
weapon. That troubles us. Zarif was saying the same thing in
March when you came out with your statement of what you though
the agreement meant. They were saying the opposite. It troubles
us

Secretary KERRY. Let me——

Senator PAUL. Those who want—I want a negotiated settlement.
I want to believe that we could have an agreement, but it troubles
us that immediately the Iranians say the opposite of what we are
being told.

Secretary KERRY [continuing]. The opposite of this. In fact, the
Supreme Leader’s quote is in this document—that Iran will never
go after a nuclear weapon—and the Iranians put that in. And the
intel community will tell you they have made zero decision——

Senator PAUL. But do you dispute what he said this week: “The
Americans say they stopped”

Secretary KERRY. I know what he said.

Senator PAUL [continuing]. “Iran from acquiring a nuclear weap-
on. They know it is not true.”

Secretary KERRY. And you know why he is saying that? Because
he does not believe the Americans stopped them. He believes he
stopped them because he issued a fatwah, and he has declared the
policy of their country is not to do it. So he is, as a matter of sov-
ereignty and pride, making a true statement. He does not believe
the Americans stopped them. He said they did not want to get one
in the first place.

Senator PAUL. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Senator Coons.

Senator COONS. Thank you, Chairman Corker and Ranking
Member Cardin, for convening this important hearing. And I would
like to thank all three of our witnesses for your service to our Na-
tion and for your testimony here today.

I think we all share a simple basic premise, which is that the
United States must not allow Iran to acquire a nuclear weapon. A
nuclear-armed Iran would threaten our national security, our vital
ally, Israel, and the stability of the entire Middle East. So in the
2 months I will review the details of this nuclear agreement and
consider its ramifications for our Nation and for the region. I will
compare it to the alternatives and support it only if I am convinced
it sufficiently freezes every Iranian pathway to a nuclear weapon.

In my years as an attorney for a corporation, I would often get
handed a big complex deal by optimistic business units that be-
lieved that they launched a new marriage, a new partnership, and
my job was to review it, not with the wedding bells ringing in my
ears, but with the likely divorce day in the picture before me, be-
cause frankly no one ever pulled those agreements out again unless
there was a violation, there was a disappointment, there was a
breakdown in the relationship.

And I will say as I look not at the spin or the politics of this
agreement, but as I dig into the substance of it, it is an agreement
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built on distrust. It is a wedding day where the bride is shouting
“I hate you and your family,” and the groom is shouting, “I distrust
you, and you have always cheated on me.” And each is announcing
their distrust of the other really at the outset. And I do wonder
what the alternative is given that disagreement here seems inevi-
table.

So let me turn to the wedding guests and a question about how
that may play out. A key piece of this agreement is the joint com-
mission, a joint commission that has eight representatives, P5+1,
and the European Union, and Iran. And they will resolve access
disputes. They are a key piece of how we would gain access to un-
disclosed sites. And if Iran does not sufficiently answer IAEA con-
cerns about a suspect facility within a certain number of days,
there is a consensus vote and so forth.

But our confidence about our ability to resolve disputes under
this agreement depends on the reliability of those votes, and I do
not mean to impugn the partnership of our vital allies who have
gotten us to this point. But I am concerned that CEOs from many
European nations are already winging to Tehran and talking about
significant economic relationships.

Should we be nervous about the votes in the future on that joint
commission of the EU or our other allies given what will be, I sus-
pect, significant economic interests that might inspire them to ei-
ther direct the EU to vote against access or block access for us.
How confident can we be of our allies’ enduring support of our in-
terests in the, I think, likely event of cheating?

Secretary KERRY. I think we can be very confident, and here is
the reason why. The access issue goes to the core—the absolute
core—of this agreement, which is preventing them from getting a
weapon. And if we have sufficient information, intelligence, input,
shared among us—by the way, we share all this information. And
by the way, Israel will be feeding into that. The Gulf States will
be feeding into that.

When we have any indicator that there is a site that we need to
get into, and we are all—we have shared that amongst ourselves.
We are in agreement. This goes to the heart of this entire agree-
ment. They will prosecute that. They will understand the -cir-
cumstances.

And by the way, there is a converse—you know, there is another
side to that coin about the economic interests. You have a young
generation of Iranians who are thirsty for the world. They want
jobs. They want a future. Iran has a huge stake in making sure
there is not an interruption in that business, and that they are liv-
ing up to this agreement.

So if, in fact, even when you are way beyond the 15 years, if we
find there is a reason for us to have suspicion under the Additional
Protocol and we cannot get in, the United States alone—for the du-
ration of the agreement—has the ability to snap back sanctions in
the U.N. by ourselves. We always have the ability to put our own
sanctions back in place, and given our position in the world, and
that is not going to change in the next 10, 15 years. We are still
the most powerful economy in the world. We will have an ability
to have an impact on their transactions and ability to do business.
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So we believe we are very well protected here, Senator Coons, be-
cause we created a one-nation ability to go to the Security Council
and effect snapback.

Senator COONS. Well, let me—if I could follow up on that, Mr.
Secretary. The snapback sanctions that we can effect through the
U.N. Security Council, are they the broad, sweeping financial sec-
tor sanctions that we worked on together that brought Iran to the
table, or are they a paler version of that?

Secretary KERRY. No, no, no, they are the full—they are the full
Monty.

Senator COONS. Because as you know, we have had debate
among some of the colleagues on this committee whether or not
this agreement prevents the reimposition——

Secretary KERRY. Well, we do have some discretion. I mean, lan-
guage is in there that says “in whole or in part.” Now, if we find
there is some minor something and we want to slap their wrists,
we can find an “in part.” So that is up to us.

Senator COONS. So in your view, we have the ability to ratchet
back sanctions in pieces or in whole.

Secretary KERRY. If needed, in pieces or in whole.

Senator COONS. Let me, if I might, turn to Secretary Moniz in
the time I have left. About centrifuge development—I will articu-
late the question and then if you would have an answer for me.
How long did it take Iran to master the IR-1 centrifuge? What is
the difference in performance between the IR-1 and the IR-8? And
how long do you think it will take Iran, given the restrictions of
this agreement if observed, to master the IR-6 and 8? And then
What?would the impact be on their ability to enrich after years 10
to 157

Secretary MONIzZ. So, Senator Coons, first of all, the IR-1, of
course, they have been working on for quite some time, and they
have some challenges still. In terms of the R&D on the more ad-
vanced machines, of course, first of all, the program does substan-
tially shift back in time their program plans.

Where they are today is the IR—6 that you mentioned is, let us
say, seven or eight times more powerful than the IR-1, and they
are already spinning small cascades of that with uranium. The IR—
8, which is projected to be maybe 15 times more powerful, is at the
mechanical testing stage only. That is what got frozen-in in the in-
terim agreement.

Senator COONS. So if I might in closing, Mr. Chairman. It would
be perfectly reasonable to expect that on a 10-year time horizon,
the IR—6 and 8, which they have already—they are already testing
cascades of the 6. They have already gotten mechanical testing of
the 8 underway. It would be reasonable to expect that a decade
from now they would be 15 times better, faster at their enrichment,
but not 100 percent.

Secretary MONIZ. No, we do not—we do not believe that they will
have—with this schedule, we do not think that they will have—be
anywhere near ready for industrial-scale deployment of those—of
those machines, certainly not in the decade and for some years
thereafter.

Senator COONS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Barrasso.
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Senator BARRASSO. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Thank
you all for being here. Secretary Kerry, you mentioned a Wash-
ington Post story related to Israelis who know what they are talk-
ing about. I would like to point out to you that was not even in
the newspaper. That was a blog post, and it was written by some-
one who has been described as a left-wing political activist. And if
I have to choose between them and the Prime Minister of Israel,
Prime Minister Netanyahu, I am going to stand with the Prime
Minister of Israel.

But if you want to start talking about the newspaper, let us take
a look at yesterday’s New York Times, a real news story. “Some
Experts Question Verification Process in Iran Accord.” First para-
graph, “The Obama Administration’s claim that the Iran nuclear
accord provides for airtight verification procedures is coming under
challenge from nuclear experts with long experience in monitoring
Tehran’s program. Several experts, including a former high-rank-
ing official at the IAEA, said a provision that gives Iran up to 24
days to grant access to inspectors might enable it to escape detec-
tion. A 24-day adjudicated timeline reduces detection probabilities
exactly where the system is weakest, detecting undeclared facilities
and materials.”

So I would just say to all three of you, I find it very telling and
very disturbing that the President of the United States to go to the
United Nations on Monday before coming to the American people.
I think the American people have a right to have their voices
heard. We expect to hear from them in August as we head home
and listen in townhall meetings across the country. I think Con-
gress has the right and the responsibility to provide oversight.

Secretary Kerry, our Nation’s highest military commanders have
very clearly warned the President, have warned you, have warned
Congress that lifting the arms embargo and current restrictions on
ballistic missile technologies to Iran would be wrong.

On July 7 of this year, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
Martin Dempsey, testified before the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee. He was unequivocal. He said, “Under no circumstances
should we relieve pressure on Iran relative to ballistic missile capa-
bilities and arms trafficking.” Under no circumstances, that is what
he said. Defense Secretary Ash Carter also testified about Iran. He
said, “We want them to continue to be isolated as a military and
limited in terms of the kinds of equipment and materials they are
able to get.” And just 7 days later you did the complete opposite
of what our military advisors very clearly warned against. You dis-
regarded the views and the advice of our top military commanders,
negotiated away these important restrictions on Iran getting dead-
ly military technologies. U.S. negotiators I believe capitulated, sur-
rendered, agreed to lift the arms embargo to get this deal. And
Russia, I must point out, can gain about $7 billion from arms sales
to Iran.

This administration repeatedly ignores the advice of our military
leaders when it comes to important national security decisions. The
administration ignored General Odierno’s recommendations to keep
U.S. troops in Iraq after 2011. President Obama withdrew all of
the troops. The administration ignored Secretary Leon Panetta,
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Martin Dempsey’s rec-
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ommendations to arm vetted Syrian rebels. President Obama re-
fused. The administration is now coming to Congress once again ig-
noring the advice and recommendations of our military leaders.
This time it is about Iran.

Mr. Secretary, how can you justify ignoring this advice and the
judgment of military commanders responsible for securing the safe-
ty of the American people?

Secretary KERRY. Well, Senator, we did not. I work with Martin
Dempsey. I have great respect for him. We heard what he said very
clearly, and we respect what he said, which is why we have the 8
years and why we have the 5 years. In fact, we held out very, very
strongly to keep them. And the fact is, Senator, during those 5
years and those 8 years, we have all the options available to us in
the world to strengthen, or find other means, or deal with those
V(celry issues. So they are not gone. They are there. We respected his
advice.

Moreover, we have additional capacities to be able to deal with
missiles. We have the lethal military equipment sanctions provi-
sion in the Foreign Assistance Act. We have the 1996 Iran Sanc-
tions Act. We have the Iran-Iraq Arms Non-Proliferation Act. We
have—those are unilateral tools, by the way—we have a bunch of
multilateral tools: the Proliferation Security Initiative with 100
countries, which works to help limit Iranian missile-related imports
and exports. We have the Missile Control Technology Regime,
which does a lot to prevent the growth of any missile capacity.

You know, there are many things we will continue to do, but it
did not go away. We actually kept it, and we kept it notwith-
standing the fact that three out of seven of the negotiating parties
wanted to get rid of it all together. We kept it.

Next thing, on the U.N. You know, we fought for the prerogatives
of the Congress. But, you know, six of the seven countries we were
negotiating with are not beholden to the United States Congress.
If their Parliaments passed something and said you have to do this
or that, and you are being told what to do, you would be pretty fu-
rious. They were negotiating under the United Nations, and their
attitude was: we finished negotiations, we ought to be able to con-
clude our agreement and put it before the U.N. And we said, wait
a minute, our Congress needs to be able to review this.

We got them to accept a 90-day provision in the agreement for
nonimplementation. They are respecting our desire, and we are re-
specting your desire. For 90 days there is no implementation of this
deal. If they had their way, they would be implementing it now,
immediately, but they are not.

So, I respectfully suggest that we have to have a balancing here
of interests and equities. I think we have preserved the prerogative
of Congress. The same consequences will apply if you refuse to do
this deal with the U.N. vote as without it. The same consequences.
And none of us have sat here and thrown the U.N. vote at you. We
are simply saying this is a multilateral agreement that has been
negotiated by seven countries. I would say the same thing if I was
here without the U.N. vote.

Senator BARRASSO. Well, you know, Secretary Lew mentioned—
you said a deal our partners believe is a good one, and, Secretary
Kerry, you had talked about the P5+1, and you said, and they are
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not dumb. Well, I agree with that. They are not dumb. And it
makes, though, wonder if Russia truly is our partner in this. We
pressed the reset button. We saw how that failed. We see Putin’s
belligerence around the world. I believe Russia and Iran teamed up
against the United States during these negotiations.

Secretary KERRY. Actually, the Iranians were furious at the Rus-
sians on any number of accounts. The Russians, they felt, were not
cooperative with them and did not help them. You are exactly
wrong.

Senator BARRASSO. Well, time will judge us on all of that, but
just coming from Ukraine and seeing what is happening as well
from Estonia, and Latvia, and Lithuania, I can see the belligerence
and the aggression of Russia, and I see it in this agreement. And
it is not because they are our partners, or were our partners, or
are going to be our partners in the future.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My time has expired.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. It is my understanding you guys
want to keep rolling for a while and take a break. Is that correct?

Secretary KERRY. I did not know that. [Laughter.]

The CHAIRMAN. That is what Julia had mentioned to us, but why
do we not a 5-minute break?

Five-minute break taken. Thank you.

Secretary KERRY. I have to be over at the House, that is my
problem.

Secretary MON1Z. We have a House——

Secretary KERRY. So I have to be at the House—they do not have
to be there. I have to be at the House—you have to be at the House
also. So we are supposed to be at the House in 20 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. You want to keep going then?

Secretary KERRY. Well, I am happy to try to get whatever we can
in those 15, 20 minutes if you allow me to hobble over there for
a minute and then come back. I would appreciate it.

The CHAIRMAN. Hobble away. Thank you. Thank you.

[Brief recess.]

The CHAIRMAN. I want to thank you—all of you for your patience
and spending so much time with us. Each of us I think will be very
brief just to try to finish up before you go over to the House.

I want to make just a couple of points and move to Senator
Cardin. On the PMD issue, it is my belief that whether that is re-
solved in an A-plus fashion or a D-minus fashion, the sanctions re-
lief will continue. And I will say that Salehi today has stated that,
“By December 15 at the end of the year the issue of PMD should
be determined. The IAEA will submit reports to the board of gov-
ernors. The joint comprehensive plan of action will continue inde-
pendently of the results of this report.” That is exactly the way
that I read the agreement. I do not see any debate there.

Secondly, again, I believe that the Secretary continues to create
a false narrative about where we are. I would just like to remind
him of the letter from Secretary Geithner to Senator Levin on De-
cember the 1, 2011, when Senator Menendez had an amendment
to the NDAA regarding the CBI sanctions. And here is what he
said: “However, as currently conceived, this amendment threatens
severe sanctions against any commercial bank or central bank if
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they engage in certain transactions with the CBI. This could nega-
tively affect many of our closest allies and largest trading part-
ners,” highlighted.

“Rather than motivating these countries to join us in increasing
pressure on Iran, they are more likely to resent our actions and re-
sist following our lead. A consequence of that could lead—that
would serve the Iranians more than it harms,” and obviously that
was not the case. Obviously through U.S. leadership, it actually
caused them to come to the table.

And, again, I think that you unfairly characterize where we are,
and that I do believe that with your leadership and others, if Con-
gress were to decide that this was not something worth alleviating
the congressionally mandated sanctions, a different outcome could
occur.

But with that, Senator Cardin.

Senator CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, I want to follow up on that point
with Secretary Lew because I am in agreement that Congress has
been the strongest on sanction-type legislation, whether it relates
to the nuclear activities of Iran or whether it relates to their ter-
rorism or their missile program. And whether it is the Obama ad-
ministration, or the Bush administration, or any previous adminis-
tration, they prefer to act on their own rather than having Con-
gress provide the framework when in reality it has worked to
America’s advantage, and it has given us a strong position to go
internationally to get sanctions imposed. So it has worked. Bottom
line, the system has worked for U.S. leadership.

So, Secretary Lew, I am concerned, and I started with this ques-
tion, I am going to come back to it. Paragraph 26 says, “We will
refrain from reintroducing or reimposing the sanctions that have
been terminated.” And you have gone through some of the things
we could do for nonnuclear related activities, but if it is an institu-
tion, say the Central Bank of Iran, that is getting relief under the
JCPOA, and we have clear evidence that they have been involved
in sanctionable activities that are nonnuclear related, can we sanc-
tion them under this agreement?

Secretary KERRY. Absolutely.

Secretary LEW. Senator Cardin, I have tried to be clear. If there
are nonnuclear sanctions being imposed, we have retained all of
our right——

Senator CARDIN. Including an institution that has been——

Secretary LEW. Including institutions that are de-listed.

Senator CARDIN. Second question.

Secretary LEW. It just cannot be a pretext to put back nuclear
sanctions.

Senator CARDIN. And I agree with that.

Secretary LEW. Yes.

Senator CARDIN. I understand. If we have clear evidence that
Iran has used its crude oil sales in a way that has furthered non-
nuclear sanctionable type of activities, can we go back to the crude
oil issue if we have clear evidence that that would further provide
relief in regards to a nonnuclear activity?

Secretary LEW. I think in principle we have not taken any of the
means that we have of applying economic pressure off the table for
nonnuclear purposes.
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Senator CARDIN. So it could be sectorial to the types of relief that
they have received under this agreement.

Secretary LEW. It would have to be justified based on a non-
nuclear basis.

Senator CARDIN. I understand. Okay. That is very helpful, and
we are going to be free to have some interesting discussions as we
move forward.

Secretary LEW. Yes.

Senator CARDIN. Second point, and this is to Secretary Kerry,
quickly. I am very happy to hear you talk about our strong commit-
ment in the region. The security issues are changing. They are
changing for Israel. They are changing for our allies. No question
with ISIS, and North Africa, and Syria, in addition to Iran.

If you will just quickly, how we are committed to making sure
that Israel is secure in that region with a true and trusted partner-
ship with the United States to meet any challenge that they may
confront as a result of the changing circumstances?

Secretary KERRY. Thank you, Senator. First of all, I would begin
by saying that I am proud that I had a 100-percent voting record
for 29 years here on the subject of Israel, and I have worked as
hard as anybody, I think you know, over the last years to try to
meet those needs with respect to the peace and security demands
for Israel.

We are completely—I mean, I think it is fair to say that even
with this disagreement, we are constantly in touch and working
with the intel community, with their folks. And we continue to dia-
logue about the threats to Israel. We understand those threats.
They are real, and they are existential. And there is no debate in
this administration whatsoever about our willingness to commit
anything and everything necessary to be able to provide for the se-
curity of Israel.

Now, we believe that security of Israel will also be enhanced by
not only this agreement, but by bringing the Gulf States together
in a way that can deal with some of the problems of the region,
and particularly Daesh, Assad, Syria, and so forth. And that is very
much on our agenda at this point in time.

Senator CARDIN. Thank you. I will yield back my time.

The CHAIRMAN. I do want to say there is a significant disagree-
ment among our allies and Iran over the issue that was answered
relative to reapplying nuclear sanctions in other areas. I would love
for you to develop a letter. I am sure Iran would not sign it, but
one where Great Britain, France, and Germany, and the EU agree
with the statement you just made because I just met with them,
and my impression—maybe I do not understand things correctly—
was they are in strong disagreement with the statement that you
just made.

Senator Johnson.

Senator JOHNSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I think it is abun-
dantly clear from this hearing that this is obviously complex. This
agreement is subject to different interpretations, and I am not
blaming you or the administration. I blame Iran. I just believe that
this is going to end like our sanctions and the program against
North Korea. I think in the end, Iran will have a nuclear weapon
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with ballistic missile technology, so that is why I want to quickly
go back to Secretary Moniz.

I was surprised and I would say disappointed that you were not
aware of the recommendations from the 2008 EMP Commission re-
port. By the way, and, again, I guess I caught you by surprise. You
were not expecting that for this hearing. Just so you know, that
was commissioned by the 2001 National Defense Authorization Act.
They reported in 2004 and 2008. This is something certainly I had
heard about before, and it is not just Star Wars stuff, something
that could not possibly happen.

Again, you have acknowledged knowing Dr. Richard Garwin, cor-
rect?

Secretary MoONIZ. Absolutely, yes.

Senator JOHNSON. A brilliant man.

Secretary MON1Zz. Yes, absolutely.

Senator JOHNSON. He worked with Enrico Fermi, who referred to
him as one of the few true geniuses he had ever heard or ever
known.

Secretary MoNI1Z. Dick is a national resource.

Senator JOHNSON. He testified, and my ranking member during
the hearing said, he looked through this and somebody said it was
hokum. The threat of EMP is not hokum. It is a real threat, and
I think it is a growing threat when you have North Korea, and po-
tentially a state like Iran if this thing turns out like North Korea.
Particularly in light of the fact that we know Iran has been testing
a potential EMT attack using a Scud missile off of a ship, which
would be one of our threats, particularly on our southern border
when we have no defense, or potentially a satellite orbiting.

I just want to make sure that you are fully aware of that because
the 2008 EMP Commission pretty well tasked DHS and the De-
partment of Energy as the two lead departments to enact their 15
recommendations. And, again, they are pretty basic recommenda-
tions: evaluate and implement quick fixes, assure availability of
equipment, replacement equipment, What Dr. Garwin reported,
and this is what I thought was actually pretty encouraging is, if
we would just protect 700 transformers to the tune of about
$100,000 per transformer, that is only $70 million.

It has been 7 years—7 years—since that recommendation, and,
again, the Secretary of the Department of Energy did not really
know anything about it. I am just asking you

Secretary MoNI1z. Can I clarify, though, Senator?

Senator JOHNSON. Go ahead.

Secretary MONIZ. I mean, I know something about EMP. I do not
know that specific report, and as I said—and also, by the way, I
will—Dick Garwin also does a lot of work with our OSTP. I will
talk with Dr. Holdren, the President’s science and technology advi-
sor. Maybe there is an administration-wide thing that we can do
and consult with you on that.

But I do want to emphasize, in April we did our energy infra-
structure report, and the issues of transformers, and EMP, and
other threats were there. And furthermore, we have made a rec-
ommendation about going forward in a public/private partnership
to potentially establish a transformer reserve in addition.
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So I would love to discuss this. I just do not know that particular
report. I know the issues.

Senator JOHNSON. What we will probably do is call you in for a
hearing in front of my committee, Homeland Security. But, again,
these recommendations were issued in 2008, and this is 7 years
later. According to GAO, an agency that also testified, of the 15
recommendations, we have done virtually nothing. This is a real
threat America needs to understand. Certainly the Secretary of the
Department of Energy needs to be aware of these recommendations
and be working toward their implementation. There is a relatively
quick fix, which we will, quite honestly, have as an amendment to
authorize spending $70 million. It is imperfect, but it goes a long
toward protecting some of those transformers. I hope you will be
supportive of that.

Secretary MoNI1z. Okay, thank you.

Senator JOHNSON. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Menendez.

Senator MENENDEZ. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman. Secretary
Lew, I basically understood your answers to my previous question
that you have no intention of seeking reauthorization of the Iran
Sanctions Act, an act that in October 3 of 2013 entitled—in a hear-
ing entitled “Reversing Iran’s Nuclear Program,” Wendy Sherman
and David Cohen heralded as critical to moving forward. In 2014,
negotiation on Iran’s nuclear program, another hearing, they both
said the same thing and talked about the important congressional
sanctions.

So it seems to me that if you want a deterrent, Iran has to know
consequences. Maybe it will never be called into play. That is fine.
That is good. Hopefully it will not be called into play. But they
need to know what the consequences are. And so, as far as I am
concerned, I think we should be moving to reauthorize the sanc-
tions that Congress passed and that expire next year, and let the
Iranians know that if they violate, those are one of the things they
are going to have to go back to. So I am going to move to reauthor-
ize them because I think it needs to be part of the deterrence.

Let me ask Secretary Kerry the following question. Do you be-
lieve that Iran will be, and should be, a regional power?

Secretary KERRY. Do I believe that they should be in the future
or something?

Senator MENENDEZ. Will be and should be a regional power?

Secretary KERRY. Well, I think to some degree there is an ele-
ment of power in what they are doing right now, so I do not know
about the “will be.” But do I want them to be? Not in the way that
they behave today, no.

Senator MENENDEZ. All right. Well, I am glad to hear that be-
cause, you know, the President in a column with Tom Friedman
said that, “The truth of the matter is that Iran will be, and should
be, a regional power.” But that is a pretty bold statement about a
country that is the largest state sponsor of terrorism in the world
as defined by our government.

Secretary KERRY. Well, I know——

Senator MENENDEZ. It would have to be a dramatically different
Iran to have any aspiration to be a regional power.
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Secretary KERRY. Correct. And the President knows that. I think,
Senator, honestly——

Senator MENENDEZ. Let me ask you one final thing. You are an
excellent, excellent lawyer, and when you can get to argue some-
thing both ways, if you can achieve that, that is great. So I have
heard you argue we will have everything on the table that we have
today. We will have the sanctions. We will have a military option.
Then I have also heard you say sanctions are not going to get Iran
to stop its nuclear program in terms of—and a military option will
only deter them for 3 years.

So is really what you are saying, that at the end of the day, we
hope that Iran will change its course over the next 10 to 15 years;
that if they violate, we will get notice from 3 months that we had
until 12 months, a year. But at the end of the day, neither sanc-
tions nor military option is going to—if I listen to you, your argu-
ments, nor military option is going to ultimately deter Iran if they
decide to do so. So does that not in essence say to us that we are
reconciled at the end of the day if they want to accept Iran as a
nuclear weapons

Secretary KERRY. Absolutely, positively not. Not in the closest of
imagination, and I will tell you why. They are not going to be sanc-
tioned into submission. We have seen that. They have what is
called their resistance economy. There are limits to what our
friends and allies are able and willing to do. You know the chal-
lenge we have had in just bringing people along on Ukraine. Bring-
ing people along, particularly the Russians and the Chinese, over
a long period of time is going to be very, very difficult. There is sort
of a half-life, if you will, to the capacity to keep the sanctions pres-
sure in place.

In addition to that, on the military option, we all know as it is
described to us by the military, it is a 2-to-3-year deal. That option
is—that is real. It is a last resort option. If you cannot make diplo-
macy work, if you cannot succeed in putting together a protocol
that they have to follow—by which they live, which guarantees
they will not have a weapon—that is your sort of last resort. But
it should not be the first resort. It should not be the place you force
yourself to go to.

And I think given the structure of this agreement, we have a
much better option because whatever it is, 15 years, 20 years,
whatever the moment is that the alarm bells go off on a civil nu-
clear program—which has 24/7 access, which has inspectors, which
we will know has suddenly moved from 5 percent to 10 percent to
20 percent enrichment—all the alarm bells go off. We will have the
ability to bring those nations back together.

The question is do you have a sort of readiness and willingness
of those countries to come together because you have honored a
process and worked through a process, or are you, you know, sort
of pushing them away?

Senator MENENDEZ. The point is to come together, what, for the
sanctions that you say will not lead them to

Secretary KERRY. No, but sanctions obviously brought them to
the table. That is a different thing.

Senator MENENDEZ [continuing]. Or come together for a military
option, which at the end of the day will deter but not end it? I
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mean, I just do not understand the proposition. It sounds like your
proposition will be there whether it is today or whether there is a
violation in the future.

Secretary KERRY. No, Senator, because I believe this deal, in fact,
achieves what we need to achieve now. We would not have come
to you, we would not have signed this, I assure you. Germany,
France, the United Kingdom would not have signed this agree-
ment—all of us together on the same day if we did not have a
sense of confidence that this is doing the things we need to do:
shutting off the uranium paths, shutting off the plutonium path,
shutting off the covert path, and so forth. And we believe it does
that. That is why we are here. We believe it does that.

Now, the proof will be in the implementation. We all know that,
but we have a sufficient cushion here of those years because of the
very dramatic steps Iran has agreed to take and to implement. We
have a very real cushion during which time we have a chance of
building up confidence. I am not going to sit here and tell you that
is absolutely going to work 100 percent. I believe it will. But if they
do not comply, I do have confidence we are going to know there is
noncompliance. And then we have the options available to us that
we have today.

Senator CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, I know that Secretary Kerry
said that he had to leave at 2:30.

Secretary KERRY. We do, I am afraid.

Senator CARDIN. And we have a couple more. So if that is a hard
time, I think we should

Secretary KERRY. It is a hard time. I actually have to be at the
House right now.

The CHAIRMAN. Okay. Well, listen, obviously this is a serious
matter that the three of you have spent a tremendous amount of
time on over the last 2 years. We appreciate your patience with us
today and testifying the way you have. We appreciate your service
to our country.

Julia, who I know is having a heart attack, his staffer, we thank
you and hope you have a good meeting with the House of Rep-
resentatives.

Thank you.

Secretary KERRY. Thank you very much.

[Whereupon, at 2:31 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.]

ADDITIONAL MATERIAL SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD

RESPONSES OF SECRETARY JOHN F. KERRY TO QUESTIONS
SUBMITTED BY SENATOR BOB CORKER

Question. Are the results of the IJAEA’s PMD report in any way tied to sanctions
relief on Implementation Day?

Answer. The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) and Iran have agreed
on a time-limited process through which Iran will address the IAEA’s concerns
regarding past and present issues, including the possible military dimensions (PMD)
of Iran’s nuclear program. Under the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA),
Iran must complete the activities required of it in this roadmap by October 15, well
in advance of any sanctions relief. If Iran does not implement those commitments,
we will not implement our commitment to provide sanctions relief.

Question. Is Iran’s cooperation with the PMD report tied to sanctions relief on
Implementation Day? I understand that Iran needs to comply by Adoption Day and
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would be in violation of the agreement, but the requirements for sanctions relief on
Implementation Day do not include paragraph 66 of Annex I. If Iran does not com-
ply, would the United States use the Dispute Resolution Mechanism all the way
through snap back in order to address the violation?

Answer. Under the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA), Iran must com-
plete the activities required of it in this roadmap by October 15, well in advance
of any sanctions relief. If Iran does not implement those commitments, we will not
implement our commitment to provide sanctions relief. There would, therefore, be
no need to snap sanctions back because they would never have been removed in the
first place. We will be in continuous contact with the International Atomic Energy
Agency (IAEA) to make sure Iran fully implements its commitments under the road-
map, so that the TAEA can complete its investigation into the possible military
dimensions of Iran’s nuclear program. Iran will no longer be able to stonewall the
TAEA and string out the process. It must address the questions the IAEA poses and
the IAEA must have what it needs to prepare its final assessment or there will be
no sanctions relief.

Question. You stated that Iran must ratify the Additional Protocol in 8 years. The
agreement says “seek.” If Iran does not ratify AP in 8 years, will the United States
consider that a material breach of the agreement?

Answer. The Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA) includes the most com-
prehensive and rigorous verification regime ever negotiated. As part of this
verification regime, Iran will provisionally apply the Additional Protocol (AP) pend-
ing its entry into force, and subsequently seek ratification and entry into force, con-
sistent with the respective roles of Iran’s President and Majlis. Provisional applica-
tion of the AP will create legally binding obligations on Iran to implement the AP’s
provisions. Implementation of the AP will give the International Atomic Energy
Agency the tools it needs to be in a position to provide credible assurance about the
absence of undeclared nuclear material and activities in Iran.

If Iran fails to ratify the AP, we would have to determine whether it “sought” rati-
fication in good faith: if it did not, that would be inconsistent with its JCPOA com-
mitment and, potentially, a case of “significant nonperformance” that could trigger
snapback. We would also look very closely at Iran’s overall performance under the
JCPOA, including its willingness to continue provisional application of the AP, to
determine whether Iran was in full compliance. And because the JCPOA is a non-
binding international arrangement, we would always have the ability to terminate
our participation in the JCPOA if we deemed it to be in the national interest.

Question. Would imposition of sanctions in response to Iranian support for terror-
ists be in violation of paragraph 29 of the JCPOA? If not, why?

Answer. No, we would not violate the JCPOA if we used our authorities to impose
sanctions on Iran in response to its support for terrorism, human rights abuses,
missile procurement activities, or for any other nonnuclear reason. The JCPOA does
not provide Iran any relief from U.S. primary sanctions relating to these activities.

What we have committed to do is quite specific: not to reimpose those specific
nuclear-related sanctions specified in Annex II to the JCPOA and not to impose new
nuclear-related sanctions, contingent on Iran abiding by its JCPOA commitments.
But, that does not mean that we would be precluded from sanctioning specific Ira-
nian actors or sectors if the circumstances warranted. All of our other sanctions
authorities remain in place and are unaffected by the JCPOA. Moreover, we have
made it clear to Iran that we would continue to use and enforce sanctions to address
its other troubling activities, including its destabilizing activities in the region.

That said, of course, the United States would not be acting in good faith if we
simply reimposed all of our sanctions the day after they were relieved using some
other justification. In the end, if we decide to reimpose sanctions for any reason,
it will be important that we have a credible rationale. That has always been the
case and will remain the case in the future.

Other authorities that will remain include those that target: human rights abuses
in Iran, including by means of information technology (E.O. 13553, E.O. 13606, E.O.
13628); support for Syria’s Assad regime (E.O. 13582); human rights abuses in Syria
(E.O. 13572); fomenting instability in Iraq (E.O. 13438); threatening the stability of
Yemen (E.O. 13611); and foreign persons that evade sanctions with respect to Iran
and Syria (E.O. 13608).

Iranian individuals and entities that have been sanctioned under these non-
nuclear sanctions authorities will continue to be sanctioned under the JCPOA. U.S.
persons will continue to be prohibited from dealing with such persons, and non-U.S.
persons that deal with such persons will risk being cut off from the U.S. financial
system or having their property or interests in property that are in the United
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States, come within the control of the United States, or come within the possession
or control of a U.S. person blocked.

Question. You stated that the new UNSCR does not remove the ban on ballistic
missile testing. Can you please explain how it does not?

Answer. The new United Nations Security Council resolution (UNSCR) does not
let Iran’s ballistic missile program off the hook. The UNSCR continues to call on
Iran specifically not to undertake any activity related to ballistic missiles designed
to be capable of delivering nuclear weapons, including launches using such ballistic
missile technology. Most importantly, UNSCR prohibitions on the supply of ballistic
missile-related items, technology, and assistance to Iran will remain in place for
eight additional years (or until the IAEA reaches the Broader Conclusion that all
nuclear material in Iran remains in peaceful activities). These binding prohibitions
directly constrain Iran’s ballistic missile capability by limiting its access to new
technology and equipment. Under these prohibitions:

e All States are still required to prevent transfers to Iran of ballistic missile-
related items from their territory or by their nationals.

o All States are still required to prevent the provision to Iran of technology, tech-
nical assistance, and other services related to ballistic missiles.

e All States are still required to prevent transfers from Iran of ballistic missile-
related items to or through their territory or by their nationals.

o All States are still required to prevent Iran from acquiring interests in commer-
cial activities in their territories related to ballistic missiles.

o All States are still called upon to inspect cargo in their territories suspected of
containing ballistic missile items.

e Flag States are still called upon to allow inspections of their flag vessels sus-
pected of containing ballistic missile items.

o If ballistic missile-related items are found, States will still be required to take
actions, in accordance with guidance from the Security Council, to seize and dis-
pose of them.

Under these prohibitions, the framework for disruption of ballistic missile-related
transfers is fundamentally unchanged from the status quo. Separate from these
UNSC restrictions, we have now and will continue to have a number of robust
domestic and multilateral authorities to address Iran’s ballistic missile and arms
activities.

RESPONSES OF SECRETARY JOHN F. KERRY TO QUESTIONS
SUBMITTED BY SENATOR MARCO RUBIO

Question. What happens if during the 24-day period to gain access to a suspect
site Iran is observed cleansing a site? Would this constitute a violation of the agree-
ment?

Answer. If Iran were to deny an International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) re-
quest for access to a suspicious undeclared location, and Iran and the IAEA cannot
resolve the issue within 14 days, the issue is brought to the Joint Commission,
which then has 7 days to find a resolution. If Iran still will not provide access but
five members of the Joint Commission (such as the United States, United Kingdom,
France, Germany, and the European Union) determine that access is necessary,
Iran must then provide access within 3 days.

We anticipate that situations requiring the full 24 days of the dispute resolution
process will be rare because Iran understands that any failure to cooperate with the
TAEA will raise significant suspicions among the P5+1 and could well lead to a
snapback of sanctions. Moreover, we would watch closely for indications that Iran
was attempting to sanitize a site following a request for access by the IAEA and
would respond appropriately.

Question. Is it not correct that the timeline for gaining access to a suspect site
could indeed stretch well beyond 24 days if the arbitration process is followed and
Iran eventually grants access prior to Security Council action?

Answer. If Iran were to deny an International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) re-
quest for access to a suspicious undeclared location, and Iran and the IAEA cannot
resolve the issue within 14 days, the issue is brought to the Joint Commission,
which then has 7 days to find a resolution. If Iran still will not provide access but
five members of the Joint Commission (such as the United States, United Kingdom,
France, Germany, and the European Union) determine that access is necessary,
Iran must then provide access within 3 days. We anticipate that situations requiring
the full 24 days of the dispute resolution process will be rare because Iran under-
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stands that any failure to cooperate with the IAEA will raise significant suspicions
among the P5+1 and could well lead to a snapback of sanctions. If Iran refused
access after a decision of the Joint Commission, the United States could take appro-
priate action at that time.

Question. What will be the threshold for a violation to be appealed to the Security
Council and a reimposition of all sanctions?

Answer. If we believe that there has been a violation related to any commitment
in the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA), we can refer the issue to the
Joint Commission. If, after a short period of time, our concerns are not resolved to
our satisfaction, we could notify the United Nations (U.N.) Security Council that we
believe Iran’s actions constitute “significant nonperformance” of its JCPOA commit-
ments. We have full discretion to determine what is, and is not, significant non-
performance.

The United States has the ability to reimpose both unilateral and multilateral
nuclear-related sanctions in the event of nonperformance by Iran. And, in the case
of U.N. sanctions, under U.N. Security Council Resolution 2231 we could reimpose
sanctions, even over the objections of any other member of the Security Council,
including China or Russia. In addition, we have a range of other options for address-
ing minor noncompliance. These include snapping back certain domestic sanctions
to respond to minor but persistent violations of the JCPOA. Our ability to calibrate
our response will serve as a deterrent to Iranian violations of the deal.

Question. Do you agree that with Foreign Minister Zarif’s statement that incre-
mental violations of the deal would not be prosecuted?

Answer. No. We are committed to ensuring that Iran complies with all of its com-
mitments, even very minor ones. Under the JCPOA, we have a wide range of
options to respond to any Iranian noncompliance, from significant nonperformance
to more minor instances of noncompliance.

Specifically, the United States has the ability to reimpose both unilateral and
multilateral nuclear-related sanctions in the event of nonperformance by Iran. In
the case of U.N. sanctions, under U.N. Security Council Resolution 2231 we could
reimpose sanctions over the objections of any member of the Security Council,
including China or Russia. This unilateral ability to snap back all of the UNSC
sanctions gives us extraordinary leverage to get cooperation from other countries if
we seek to take lesser steps instead. In addition, we have a range of other options
for addressing minor noncompliance. These include designating specific entities that
are involved in activities inconsistent with the JCPOA, snapping back certain
domestic sanctions to respond to minor but persistent violations of the JCPOA, or
using our leverage in the Joint Commission on procurement requests.

Question. Paragraph 37 of the nuclear deal indicates that Iran will cease per-
forming all of its commitments in the event of a full or partial snapback. How can
the U.S. use snapback to compel Iran to allow inspections, if using snapback
releases Iran from all of its commitments?

Answer. The threat of snapback under the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action
(JCPOA) provides us and our partners with enormous leverage to deter Iranian non-
compliance because Iran would have to weigh the potential benefits of the activities
that amount to a violation against the very real risk that multilateral and national
sanctions will be reimposed against Iran as a result of that violation. Nothing in
the JCPOA suggests that if sanctions were snapped back as a result of Iranian non-
compliance, Iran’s noncompliant activities would be absolved. Moreover, it is impor-
tant to remember that snapback would not “release” Iran from all of its commit-
ments because Iran is still required by the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty never
to seek or acquire nuclear weapons.

Question. Doesn’t the all-or-nothing nature of snapback effectively deter the U.S.
from ever seeking to punish Iranian violations?

Answer. The snapback provision we have secured is unprecedented and it allows
the U.S. to have the unilateral ability to reimpose United Nations sanctions without
the worry of a veto by any other permanent member of the Security Council, includ-
ing Russia and China. This gives us enormous leverage. If there are violations,
whether minor or significant, we can use the threat of full snapback to convince our
partners to take steps to address it. This approach gives us maximum flexibility and
maximum leverage. We also have a range of options for snapping back domestic
sam}:;cions—in whole or in part—to respond to lesser violations of the JCPOA if we
so choose.

Question. Did Iran have a nuclear weapons program?
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Answer. The U.S. Intelligence Community assesses Iran had a structured nuclear
weapons program until 2003. We would refer you to the Office of the Director of
National Intelligence for further questions related to assessments of Iran’s past
nuclear capabilities.

Question. For the record, was Iranian Deputy Foreign Minister Abbas Araqchi
lying when he stated in March that any assertion that Iran had a nuclear weapons
program was “bogus” and that Iran’s nuclear activities were always entirely peace-
ful?

Answer. I refer you to the Iranian Government on statements made by Iranian
officials. However, I will note that the United States has taken a clear position on
Iran’s past nuclear work. A 2007 National Intelligence Estimate assessed with high
confidence that until fall 2003, Iranian military entities were working under govern-
ment direction to develop nuclear weapons.

Question. If the TAEA certifies Iran has met its nuclear obligations under the
JCPOA, but has yet to make a finding on the possible military dimensions of Iran’s
nuclear program, will sanctions relief still be provided?

Answer. The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) and Iran have agreed
on a time-limited “Roadmap” through which Iran will address the IAEA’s concerns
regarding past and present issues, including the possible military dimensions (PMD)
of Iran’s nuclear program and those specific issues set out in the IAEA Director
General’s November 2011 report. Under the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action
(JCPOA), Iran must complete the activities required of it in this Roadmap by Octo-
ber 15, well in advance of any sanctions relief. The IAEA will report whether or not
Iran has taken those steps. If Iran does not take those steps, we will not implement
our commitment to provide sanctions relief.

Question. Which scientists involved in Iran’s nuclear weapons work will be inter-
viewed by the JAEA and under what conditions?

Answer. Under the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA), Iran must com-
plete the activities required of it in the “Roadmap for Clarification of Past and
Present Outstanding Issues regarding Iran’s Nuclear Program with the IAEA.” The
Roadmap notes that in the case that the International Atomic Energy Agency
(IAEA) has questions on any possible ambiguities regarding information provided to
it by Iran, technical-expert meetings, technical measures, as agreed in a separate
arrangement, and discussions will be organized in Tehran to remove such ambigu-
ities.

Question. Which scientists did Iran declare off limits to the IAEA?

Answer. Under the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA), Iran must com-
plete the activities required of it in the “Roadmap for Clarification of Past and
Present Outstanding Issues regarding Iran’s Nuclear Program with the IAEA.” The
Roadmap notes that in the case that the International Atomic Energy Agency
(IAEA) has questions on any possible ambiguities regarding information provided to
it by Iran, technical-expert meetings, technical measures, as agreed in a separate
arrangement, and discussions will be organized in Tehran to remove such ambigu-
ities.

Question. Will the TAEA be given access to all of the data generated as part of
Iran’s weaponization work and will any copies of this data and research remain
under Iranian control?

Answer. Under the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA), Iran must com-
plete the activities required of it in the “Roadmap for Clarification of Past and
Present Outstanding Issues regarding Iran’s Nuclear Program with the IAEA.” The
Roadmap notes that in the case that the International Atomic Energy Agency
(IAEA) has questions on any possible ambiguities regarding information provided to
it by Iran, technical-expert meetings, technical measures, as agreed in a separate
arrangement, and discussions will be organized in Tehran to remove such ambigu-
ities.

Question. What will be the specific procedures for gaining IAEA access to the sus-
pected nuclear weapons development site at Parchin?

Answer. Under the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA), Iran must com-
plete the activities required of it in the “Roadmap for Clarification of Past and
Present Outstanding Issues regarding Iran’s Nuclear Program with the IAEA.” This
includes a separate arrangement on Parchin. We cannot address publicly the details
of what the Roadmap activities entail.
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Question. On August 29, 2014 the State Department sanctioned several Iranian
individuals and organizations, including one that goes by the Farsi initials SPND
for current and past nuclear weapons development work. When did nuclear weapons
development work by SPND end?

Answer. We would refer you to the Office of the Director of National Intelligence
for questions related to assessments of Iran’s nuclear capabilities and nuclear weap-
ons activities.

Question. Does the United States have any concerns about the travel or permitted
activities of the individuals involved in Iran’s covert weapons program after U.S.
sanctions are to be lifted?

Answer. Under the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA), the United
States has committed to provide Iran certain sanctions relief, including relieving
secondary sanctions on certain individuals and entities designated in connection
with Iran’s nuclear program on Implementation Day; i.e., only after Iran completes
the required nuclear steps under the deal. We will provide relief from secondary
sanctions for certain other individuals and entities designated for nuclear-related
reasons on Transition Day; i.e., 8 years after Adoption Day or when the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) reaches the broader conclusion that all
nuclear material in Iran remains in peaceful nuclear activities.

However, under the JCPOA, Iran has also committed to refrain from a number
of activities, including those that could contribute to the development of a nuclear
explosive device. If Iran were to violate this or any other JCPOA commitment, we
could snap sanctions back into place, including by imposing sanctions on specific
individuals and entities if the circumstances warranted. Moreover, Iran’s JCPOA
commitments, including on transparency and on refraining from certain activities
that could contribute to the development of a nuclear explosive device, will better
position the international community to detect and respond to such weaponization
activities and the individuals and entities involved in such activities.

It is also worth reiterating that, while the JCPOA provides for the United States
to relieve secondary sanctions on certain designated individuals and entities speci-
fied in the JCPOA (i.e., sanctions on non-U.S. persons that engage in transactions
with such persons), the U.S. primary embargo on Iran will largely remain in place.
The Government of Iran and Iranian financial institutions—including any property
in which they have an interest—will remain blocked by the United States. U.S. per-
sons, including U.S. companies, will continue to be broadly prohibited from engaging
in transactions or dealings with the Government of Iran, as well as Iranian individ-
u}?lsJérllz’% Zntities, including those subject to relief from secondary sanctions under
the .

Question. What steps will the United States take to remediate the proliferation
risk represented by these individuals as well as those involved with the A.Q. Khan
network?

Answer. The United States will continue to use all relevant authorities and tools
to prevent the proliferation of nuclear materials and nuclear weapons-related tech-
nology. We will continue to implement all relevant U.S. laws and will continue to
sanction countries, entities, and individuals that engage in weapons of mass
destruction (WMD) proliferation. Moreover, we will continue to interdict prohibited
transactions, block the financing of such deals, and work with partners to prevent
the travel of WMD proliferators.

Question. In Section T of the JCPOA, “Activities Which Could Contribute to the
Design and Development of a Nuclear Explosive Device,” Iran agrees to not engage
in several activities. What is the most recent date on which Iran has engaged in
any of the listed activities?

Answer. We would refer you to the Office of the Director of National Intelligence
for questions related to assessments of Iran’s nuclear capabilities and activities.

Question. Does the 24-hour inspection under the Additional Protocol apply just to
sites suspected of having nuclear material? Or does it apply to sites such as cen-
trifuge manufacturing plants or weaponization sites, in which no fissile material
may be present?

Answer. Under the Additional Protocol (AP), the International Atomic Energy
Agency (IAEA) must provide at least 24 hours’ notice prior to seeking access to a
location, whether declared or undeclared, except that the IAEA can seek access in
as little as 2 hours or less in certain circumstances. Implementation of the AP will
deter Iran from cheating by creating a high likelihood that such cheating would be
caught early. It will give the IAEA the tools it needs to investigate indications of
undeclared nuclear material and activities in Iran. Over time, if Iran cooperates,
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this would enable the IAEA to draw the broader conclusion that all nuclear material
in Iran is declared and remains in peaceful use.

Question. Iran is only required to “seek” ratification of the Additional Protocol in
year 8 of an agreement. What happens if the ratification does not take place?

Answer. Beginning on Implementation Day, Iran will provisionally apply the
Additional Protocol (AP), pending its entry into force. It will subsequently seek rati-
fication and entry into force of the AP, consistent with the respective roles of Iran’s
President and Majlis.

Provisional application of the AP will create legally binding obligations on Iran
to implement the AP’s provisions pending the AP’s entry into force. If Iran fails to
ratify the AP, we would have to determine whether it “sought” ratification in good
faith; if it did not, that would be inconsistent with its JCPOA commitment and,
potentially, a case of “significant nonperformance” that could trigger sanctions snap-
back. We would also look very closely at Iran’s overall performance under the
JCPOA, including its willingness to continue provisional application of the AP, to
determine whether Iran was in full compliance. And because the JCPOA is a non-
binding international arrangement, we would always have the ability to terminate
our participation in the JCPOA if we deemed it to be in the national interest.

Question. Will Iran still be required to ratify the Additional Protocol if Congress
does not permanently lift U.S. sanctions?

Answer. Iran has committed under the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action
(JCPOA) to seek ratification and entry into force of the Additional Protocol (AP),
consistent with the respective role of Iran’s President and Majlis.

Question. Would a failure to ratify the agreement constitute a violation and reim-
position of sanctions?

Answer. If Iran fails to ratify the Additional Protocol (AP), we would have to
determine whether it “sought” ratification in good faith; if it did not, that would be
inconsistent with its Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA) commitment and,
potentially, a case of “significant nonperformance” that could trigger sanctions snap-
back. We would also look very closely at Iran’s overall performance under the
JCPOA, including its willingness to continue provisional application of the AP, to
determine whether Iran was in full compliance.

Question. After year 15 of the agreement, is it correct that there are no limits on
the numbers or types of centrifuges that Iran can deploy?

Answer. Under the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA), after year 10,
Iran will abide by its long-term enrichment and enrichment research and develop-
ment plan submitted to the IAEA under the Additional Protocol (AP), which ensures
a measured, incremental growth in Iran’s enrichment capacity consistent with a
peaceful nuclear program. Without a deal, Iran would proceed now with uncon-
strained research and development on advanced centrifuges and field second genera-
tion centrifuges within months and third generation centrifuges within years.

Under the JCPOA, Iran is constrained to using only its first generation IR-1 cen-
trifuges for the first 10 years, but it will be limited to enriching only up to 3.67 per-
cent and constrained to a minimal 300 kilogram stockpile for another 5 years. These
limitations are important to ensuring that Iran’s breakout timeline does not drop
dramatically after year 10. Importantly, under the JCPOA, the IAEA will have
unparalleled insight into Iran’s nuclear program during this period, and various
enhanced transparency and monitoring measures will remain in place well past 10
years. There are also other measures that last for 15 years and some that last for
20-25 years. Others, such as Iran’s adherence to the Additional Protocol, will last
indefinitely. After 15 years, should we suspect Iran is pursuing nuclear weapons or
have concerns regarding Iran’s nuclear program, we would have the same options
as we do today to prevent such an effort from coming to fruition.

Question. After year 15 of the agreement, is it correct that there are no limits on
the level of enrichment Iran can pursue? It can enrich to 20 percent or even higher?

Answer. Enrichment activities are not prohibited, but Iran will continue to be sub-
ject to the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) after year 15, and we will retain
the right to take action if Iran pursues a program inconsistent with its commit-
ments under the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA) and the NPT. In ad-
dition, inspections and transparency measures will continue well beyond 15 years—
some for 25 years—with others, such as those under the Additional Protocol and
Safeguards Agreement, lasting permanently. Furthermore, Iran has also committed
indefinitely to not engage in specific activities that could contribute to the design
and development of a nuclear weapon.
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Any uranium enrichment after 15 years above 5 percent by Iran would raise seri-
ous concerns given Iran’s past activities and would require a clear civilian justifica-
tion. In short, higher levels of enrichment would be a warning flag that Iran is not
pursuing an entirely peaceful program.

Question. According to the April 2015 parameters for the nuclear deal, known as
the Agreed Framework, Iran would accept a permanent prohibition on the reproc-
essing of spent nuclear fuel, which would allow it to produce weapons-grade pluto-
nium. The final deal only prohibits Iran from reprocessing that fuel for 15 years.
At that time, the prohibition on building heavy water reactors and reprocessing fa-
cilities will also expire.

¢ If you believed that a permanent prohibition on the processing of spent fuel was
necessary in April, why did you allow that prohibition to expire in the final
deal?

Answer. Under the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA), Iran has com-
mitted not to reprocess spent fuel from its nuclear reactors for 15 years and has
expressed its intent not to do so indefinitely. Iran has also committed not to conduct
reprocessing research and development activities, such that Iran will not be able to
learn how to separate plutonium from spent fuel. These measures will help ensure
t%at ‘Elhe plutonium pathway to a nuclear weapon is comprehensively and verifiably
shut down.

Question. President Obama said in April that a “relevant fear would be that in
year 13, 14, 15, they [Iran] have advanced centrifuges that enrich uranium fairly
rapidly, and at that point the breakout times would have shrunk almost down to
zero.” According to proliferation expert David Albright, if Iran installed advanced
centrifuges in year 13, as the deal allows them to, it “would allow Iran to lower its
breakout times down to days or a few weeks.” Yet Secretary Moniz and Secretary
Kerry, you have both denied that the breakout time would ever be zero, saying
instead there would be a “soft landing.”

¢ Can you specify the rate at which breakout times will decrease after year 12,
so Congress can understand what you mean by a “soft landing”?

Answer. We have ensured that Iran’s breakout timeline comes down only gradu-
ally after year 10, in no small part due to the continued restriction on Iran’s
enriched uranium stockpile until year 15. Additionally, even after the initial 10-year
period, Iran must abide by its enrichment and research and development plan sub-
mitted to the International Atomic Energy Agency under the Additional Protocol
and pursuant to the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action, which will ensure a meas-
ured, incremental growth in its enrichment capacity consonant with a peaceful
nuclear program.

Question. Does the agreement in anyway restrict the U.S. from imposing new
sanctions on Iran for its human rights abuses? For its missile program? For its sup-
port of terrorism? For its cyber attacks? For its support of the Assad regime? For
its support of the Houthis in Yemen? For any other nonnuclear reason we deem a
national security threat to the United States?

Answer. No. We would not violate the JCPOA if we used our authorities to impose
sanctions on Iran for terrorism, human rights, certain arms or ballistic missile
activities, or any other nonnuclear reason. The JCPOA does not provide Iran any
relief from U.S. sanctions under these authorities.

This does not give us free rein to simply reimpose tomorrow all of our nuclear-
related sanctions under some other pretext. Iran would obviously see that as bad
faith, as would our international partners. In the end, if we decide to impose new
sanctions, it will be important that we have a credible rationale for doing so. This
has always been the case and will be no different in the future.

Question. Would the administration support congressional attempts to impose
sanctions on entities and individuals that will have sanctions removed under the
agreement if it is shown that those entities or individuals have supported terrorism
or human rights abuses?

Answer. The Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action does not preclude us from sanc-
tioning individuals and entities if the circumstances warrant, including if such indi-
viduals and entities are involved in support for terrorism, human rights abuses, or
proliferation. We will continue to aggressively enforce our sanctions against Iran’s
support for terrorism, human rights abuses, and proliferation, as well as desta-
bilizing activities in the region, and we look forward to working constructively with
Congress to that end.
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Question. For instance, would the administration support congressional efforts to
impose secondary sanctions for terrorism and human rights on Setad?

Answer. We do not comment on potential ongoing investigations or the potential
imposition of sanctions on specific entities. The Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action
does not preclude us from sanctioning individuals and entities if the circumstances
warrant, including if such individuals and entities are involved in supporting ter-
rorism, human rights abuses, or proliferation. We will continue to aggressively
enforce our sanctions against Iran’s support for terrorism, human rights abuses, and
proliferation, as well as its destabilizing activities in the region.

Question. What about additional sanctions on the IRGC?

Answer. U.S. sanctions on the IRGC will not be relieved under this deal. The
United States will also maintain sanctions on the IRGC Qods Force, its leadership,
and its entire network of front companies. This includes secondary sanctions that
would penalize foreign financial institutions that engage in transactions with any
of these designated entities. We retain the ability to impose additional sanctions on
individuals and entities providing support to the IRGC or those involved in sup-
porting terrorism or human rights abuses, if circumstances warrant.

Question. According to the agreement, Iran has stated that it will treat the
reintroduction or reimposition of the sanctions as grounds to stop complying with
its commitments. Is your understanding of Iran’s view, that the reimposition of any
sanction, regardless of the reason, is grounds for walking away from the agreement?

Answer. We do not have free rein to reimpose nuclear-related sanctions without
a credible rationale. We would not violate the JCPOA, however, if we imposed new
sanctions on Iran, on a legitimate, credible basis, for terrorism, human rights
abuses, missiles, WMD, or any other nonnuclear reason. We have been clear about
this fact with Iran and the other P5+1 countries.

If Iran used our legitimate imposition of new sanctions as a pretext to stop per-
forming its JCPOA commitments, such a decision would have enormous con-
sequences for Iran, such as the reimposition of all of the sanctions that have dam-
aged its economy to date and isolation again from the international community.

Question. How can you defend your statement on PBS NewsHour that “None of
what they [Iran] are doing today . . . is a reflection of money,” if Iran must spend
billiorr)ls to keep Assad in power and support other terrorist and guerrilla organiza-
tions?

Answer. Iran faces severe economic challenges, which will make it harder for it
to simply divert its financial gains from sanctions relief away from its domestic
economy and toward its regional activities. For example, Iran needs about half a
trillion dollars to meet its pressing investment needs and government obligations.
Even the most severe sanctions regime in history has not been enough to prevent
Iranian support to militant proxies or terrorism because, regrettably, these activities
do not require substantial resources.

What has been more effective—and what we are going to be doing more of—is to
focus on strategies that counter this behavior, especially by working with our part-
ners in the region. In addition, we have numerous domestic authorities—including
sanctions—to counter Iran’s support for terrorism and other destabilizing activities.

If we determine any of these funds go to support entities that are sanctionable,
we will absolutely take action. Additionally, we will continue to aggressively enforce
our sanctions against Iran for its support for terrorism, human rights abuses, and
destabilizing activities in the region broadly.

Question. Secretary Kerry, you told PBS that since Iran will now have signifi-
cantly increased means to support Hezbollah and other terrorist or guerrilla forces,
“We're going to clamp down.” Yet President Obama said, “It’s not like the U.N. has
the capacity to police what Iran is doing,” although the U.S. does have “authorities
that allow us to interdict those arms.”

¢ Has Iran complied with the existing arms embargo and other U.N. Security
Council resolutions barring illicit arms transfers to/from Iran?

Answer. Iran has a record of noncompliance with the existing U.N. arms embargo
that was imposed in connection with its nuclear program. The existing UNSCRs im-
pose obligations on all states to implement the embargo and provide authorities to
facilitate enforcement, and are dependent on the compliance of the rest of the U.N.
member states to work, rather than Iran’s compliance. Under UNSCR 2231 that en-
dorsed the JCPOA, those sanctions will continue for another 5 years after Adoption
Day (or until the IAEA reaches the broader conclusion that all nuclear materials
in Iran remain in peaceful activities, whichever is earlier). After that, we will con-
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tinue to have a number of other unilateral and multilateral tools available to us to
counter Iran’s arms transfers and other destabilizing activities in the region.

Question. Have Russia and China complied with these resolutions?

Answer. The United States has consistently engaged China and Russia when we
have had releasable information that a transaction involving entities in these coun-
tries could violate U.N. Security Council Resolutions on Iran.

Question. Secretary Kerry, you told ABC News on July 14 that Qasem Soleimani,
the head of the Iranian Revolutionary Guard Corps (IRGC), was not actually listed
in the nuclear deal as someone who would have sanctions against him lifted. Specifi-
cally, you said, “No, that’s another Soleimani.”

¢ Can you confirm that the Qasem Soleimani listed in the JCPOA is, in fact, Gen-
eral Qasem Soleimani of the IRGC and that he will have at least some Euro-
pean sanctions lifted?

Answer. There is an individual by the name of Ghasem Soleymani who will be
delisted under U.N. sanctions in the first phase after Iran has verifiably taken all
of its key nuclear steps, but he is a completely different person from IRGC Quds
Force Commander Qasem Soleimani. Ghasem Soleymani was listed as the Director
of Uranium Mining Operations at the Saghand Uranium Mine (Saghand Mine).

U.S. sanctions on Qasem Soleimani and the IRGC Quds Force will not be lifted
as part of this deal. This includes the secondary sanctions that apply to foreign indi-
viduals and entities, including foreign banks that engage in transactions with
Soleimani, the Quds Force, or any other Iranian entity that remains on our SDN
list. These sanctions are highly effective in preventing designated entities from gain-
ing access to the international financial system.

Qasem Soleimani will be removed from the EU’s nuclear-related designation list
on Transition Day; i.e., 8 years after Adoption Day or when the International
Atomic Energy Agency reaches the broader conclusion that all nuclear materials in
Iran remain in peaceful activities, as provided for in the JCPOA. However, because
Qasem Soleimani was also designated in the EU for support of the Assad regime
in Syria, he will remain sanctioned in the EU under that authority. So, he will re-
main subject to sanctions in the EU.

These EU sanctions, combined with our own secondary sanctions, give us a power-
ful tool to continue disrupting Soleimani and the IRGC Quds Force’s access to the
global financial system.

Question. Former CIA Director General David Petraeus called Soleimani “truly
evil.” Can you detail for this committee the activities of General Soleimani and the
IRGC in the Middle East over the past decade?

Answer. The United States has designated Iran as a State Sponsor of Terrorism,
and that designation and the sanctions consequences that flow from it will remain
in place under the deal. In addition, Iranian individuals and entities designated for
terrorism will remain subject to sanctions, including IRGC-QF Qasem Soleimani
and the IRGC-QF itself. We continue to have very serious concerns with both
Soleimani and the IRGC-QF, including efforts to provide cover for Iranian intel-
ligence operations and promote destabilizing activities in the Middle East. In addi-
tion, the IRGC-QF is the regime’s primary mechanism for cultivating and sup-
porting terrorists abroad.

Soleimani was designated by the United States in 2011 for his involvement in a
plot to assassinate the Saudi Ambassador. He was also designated in May 2011 pur-
suant to E.O. 13572, which targets human rights abuses in Syria, for his role as
the commander of the IRGC-QF, the primary conduit for Iran’s support to the Syr-
ian General Intelligence Directorate (GID). We have made clear to Iran that we will
continue to vigorously enforce sanctions not subject to relief under the JCPOA, in-
cluding those related to Iran’s role in supporting terrorism and destabilizing activi-
ties in the region. We will continue to hold the Iranian Government accountable for
such actions.

We would direct you to the Director of National Intelligence with any additional
questions you might have about his activities or the IRGC.

Question. How many U.S. citizens have been killed by Iran, including by Iran’s
terrorist proxies, since 1979?

Answer. The death of any U.S. citizen due to acts of terrorism is a tragedy that
we take very seriously. As the President said in his August 5 speech, a nuclear-
armed Iran is a danger to Israel, America, and the world. The central goal of the
JCPOA is to eliminate the imminent threat of a nuclear-armed Iran. We still have
significant issues of contention with Iran, including its support for terrorism and its
destabilizing activities in the region, and will continue to aggressively counter such
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activities. Iran remains designated by the United States as a State Sponsor of
Terrorism.

Question. How many U.S. troops and soldiers were killed by Iranian provided
weapons or by Iranian-backed militias in Iraq and Afghanistan?

Answer. We are extraordinarily grateful for the service of the men and women
of the United States Armed Forces, and we mourn the loss of every servicemember.
The JCPOA is not about a change in the broader U.S. relationship with Iran. It is
about eliminating the biggest and most imminent threat—a nuclear-armed Iran. We
still have significant issues of contention with Iran, including its support for ter-
rorism and its destabilizing activities in the region.

Moreover, we will continue to aggressively counter Iran’s destabilizing and threat-
ening actions in the Middle East region. The President is committed to working
c}llosely with Israel, the gulf countries and our other regional partners to do just
that.

Question. How many Israelis have been killed by Iran, including by Iran’s ter-
rorist proxies since 1979?

Answer. The central goal of the JCPOA is to eliminate the imminent threat that
Iran will acquire a nuclear weapon. But the JCPOA cannot erase decades of Iranian
anti-American and anti-Israeli rhetoric and actions. We will continue to aggressively
counter Iran’s support for terrorism and destabilizing activities in the region, work-
ing closely with Israel, the gulf countries and our other regional partners.

Question. Why does this deal lift sanctions on the Central Bank of Iran and other
entities involved in illicit finance if the President promised that we will keep in
place sanctions focused on support for terrorism?

Answer. The United States has committed to relieve U.S. secondary, nuclear-
related sanctions on Iran. This includes the sanctions on non-U.S. financial institu-
tions that engage in significant transactions with the Central Bank of Iran (CBI).
However, the CBI and all other Iranian financial institutions will continue to be
subject to U.S. primary sanctions under the JCPOA, such that U.S. persons and
financial institutions will continue to be prohibited from dealing with the CBI. Fur-
ther, the determination that Iran is a “Jurisdiction of Primary Money Laundering
Concern” pursuant to section 311 of the USA Patriot Act will not change under the
JCPOA. This finding will continue to affect the CBI until it resolves outstanding
concerns.

Question. Secretary Kerry, you have sent letters to the Foreign Ministers of
China, Germany, France, and the United Kingdom regarding the impact of U.S.
sanctions on Iran on their nations’ companies. Please elaborate on the assurances
that have been provided.

Answer. When we were negotiating this provision, some of our partners expressed
concerns that if sanctions snapped back, their companies would be suddenly sanc-
tioned for doing business in Iran that was consistent with the JCPOA. We made
clear that if we were in the position of snapping back sanctions in the event of Ira-
nian noncompliance, we would want Iran to pay the price for that noncompliance,
not our partners that were engaging in activity consistent with the JCPOA. In that
light, we would consult with relevant states on a case-by-case basis to address
issues that may arise. We have not, however, committed to provide a blanket
exemption (or grandfather clause) for contracts that extend after snapback. This
approach is entirely consistent with the U.S. Government’s long-standing practice
when sanctions have been imposed.

We would also refer you to the administration’s submission to Congress on July
19 transmitting the JCPOA and other materials, including documents on this topic.

Question. The JCPOA states in the event of snapback of U.N. sanctions “these
provisions would not apply with retroactive effect to contracts signed between any
party and Iran or Iranian individuals and entities prior to the date of application.
. . .7 Does that mean if I sign a contract to sell Iran 100 widgets, and I've delivered
only 50 when snapback occurs, I can still deliver the other 50?7 What about a major
energy contract to develop an oil field? Or a contract for the purchase of natural
gas? Such contracts could last decades; would those contracts be allowed to
continue?

Answer. The language in the UNSCR is meant to affirm that we will not apply
sanctions retroactively to legitimate business activities that take place prior to sanc-
tions being snapped back. Furthermore, this conclusion is very clear from the provi-
sion you cite, which goes on to say that sanctions would not be applied “provided
that the activities . . . are consistent with this JCPOA and the previous and cur-
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rent UNSCRs”—meaning they would not be prohibited even under the current
UNSCR regime. This paragraph merely clarifies that snapback does not affect
activities that have always been permitted under the UNSCRs and that are con-
sistent with the JCPOA. The language in the JCPOA in no way provides an exemp-
tion for business activities to continue after snapback.

Question. The snapback mechanism only refers to U.N. sanctions. If the U.S.
snaps back our own sanctions, will we also provide contract sanctity? In the past
we have often given companies just 90 to 180 days to wind down business. How
would this work?

Answer. As explained above, there is no contract sanctity—or grandfather
clause—as part of the U.N. sanctions snapback. Nor is there such an exemption if
U.S. sanctions are reimposed. Should we decide to snap back sanctions, consistent
with the U.S. Government’s long-standing practice, we would not retroactively sanc-
tion companies for actions consistent with the JCPOA relief undertaken while
JCPOA relief was in effect. Sanctions will, however, apply to actions after the snap-
back has taken place. For companies that have contracts that would otherwise con-
tinue after snapback, we have a consistent past practice of working with companies
to wind down their contracts in order to ensure the cost of Iran’s noncompliance is
borne primarily by Iran.

Question. In February 2014, Wendy Sherman testified to the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee and said, “It is true that in these first 6 months we have not shut
down all of their production of any ballistic missile that could have anything to do
with delivery of a nuclear weapon, but that is, indeed, going to be part of something
that has to be addressed as part of a comprehensive agreement.” How are ballistic
missiles addressed in the agreement?

Answer. The deal retains important United Nations (U.N.) restrictions on trans-
fers of ballistic missile technologies for 8 years, or until the IAEA reaches its
Broader Conclusion that all nuclear material in Iran remains in peaceful activities.
We are keeping these restrictions in place for an extended period of time while Iran
establishes confidence that its nuclear program is exclusively peaceful. These bind-
ing prohibitions directly constrain Iran’s ballistic missile capability by limiting its
access to new technology and equipment. Under these provisions:

e All States are still required to prevent transfers to Iran of ballistic missile-

related items from their territory or by their nationals.

o All States are still required to prevent the provision to Iran of technology, tech-

nical assistance, and other services related to ballistic missiles.

e All States are still required to prevent transfers from Iran of ballistic missile-

related items to or through their territory or by their nationals.

e All States are still required to prevent Iran from acquiring interests in commer-

cial activities in their territories related to ballistic missiles.

e All States are still called upon to inspect cargo in their territories suspected of

containing ballistic missile items.

e Flag States are still called upon to allow inspections of their flag vessels sus-

pected of containing ballistic missile items.

o If ballistic missile-related items are found, States will still be required to take

actions, in accordance with guidance from the Security Council, to seize and dis-
pose of them.

We are keeping these restrictions in place for an extended period of time while
Iran establishes confidence that its nuclear program is exclusively peaceful. Under
these prohibitions, the U.N. framework for disruption of ballistic missile-related
transfers is fundamentally unchanged from the status quo.

Separate from these U.N. Security Council restrictions, we have now and will con-
tinue to have a number of robust domestic and multilateral authorities to address
Iran’s ballistic missile and arms activities. We will keep in place the U.S. sanctions
that apply to Iran’s missile program, including the secondary sanctions that apply
to foreign banks that engage in transactions with entities that have been designated
for their role in the missile program.

In addition, we will continue to use the full range of tools available to us to
counter Iran’s missile activities. For example, we will continue our efforts to counter
the spread of missiles and related technology to or from Iran through the use of U.S.
sanctions, export controls, and cooperation with partner states, including through
the 34-country Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR).

Question. According to the new U.N. Security Council Resolution, the prohibition
on Iran carrying out ballistic missile work is not mandatory, but rather the text
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simply “calls” on Iran not to conduct such activity for 8 years. Is that the case?
What are the penalties if Iran ignores this international “call”?

Answer. The new United Nations Security Council Resolution (UNSCR) does not
let Iran’s ballistic missile program off the hook. The UNSCR calls on Iran specifi-
cally not to undertake any activity related to ballistic missiles designed to be capa-
ble of delivering nuclear weapons, including launches using such ballistic missile
technology. Since the Security Council has called upon Iran not to undertake these
activities, if Iran were to undertake them it would be inconsistent with the UNSCR
and a serious matter for the Security Council to review. The UNSCR will continue
binding prohibitions that directly constrain Iran’s ballistic missile capability by lim-
iting its access to new technology and equipment, and the United States will con-
tinue to use the full range of tools available to us to counter Iran’s missile activities.

Question. If Iran tested a ballistic missile during the next 8 years, would that be
a violation of the agreement?

Answer. The issue of ballistic missiles is addressed by the provisions of the new
United Nations Security Council Resolution (UNSCR), which do not constitute pro-
visions of the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA). Thus, it would not be
a violation of the JCPOA if Iran tested a conventional ballistic missile. However,
since the Security Council has called upon Iran not to undertake any activity
related to ballistic missiles designed to be capable of delivering nuclear weapons,
including launches using such ballistic missile technology, any such activity would
be inconsistent with the UNSCR and a serious matter for the Security Council to
review.

Question. What happens to the arms and missile embargoes if the IAEA certifies
after a year or two that Iran’s program is peaceful? The Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, GEN Martin Dempsey, recently testified, “under no circumstances
should we relieve pressure on Iran relative to ballistic missile capabilities and arms
trafficking.” Why was the General’s advice and judgment on this matter overruled?

Answer. The arms and missile embargoes remain in place for 5 and 8 years,
respectively, following Adoption Day under the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action
(JCPOA), or until the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) reaches the
Broader Conclusion that all nuclear activities within Iran are exclusively peaceful.
Given the extent of Iran’s nuclear activities, we do not expect the IAEA to reach
the Broader Conclusion in such a short period of time. The IAEA’s past history in
other countries suggests it will take a substantial number of years of applying the
Additional Protocol and evaluating the full range of Iranian nuclear activities.

We remain very concerned about Iran’s ballistic missile program and will continue
to take actions to counter it, including through regional security initiatives with our
partners, missile defense, and sanctions. At whatever time that the United Nations
(U.N.) restrictions on arms and missile transfers lapse, we will continue U.S. pres-
sure to deter and prevent such transfers, as General Dempsey testified. The United
States and its allies were combating such transfers before the U.N. Security Council
resolutions were in place, using a variety of tools available to us, and we will con-
tinue to do so.

Question. Has the IJAEA made any assurances to the United States regarding the
specific actions that will be required by Iran for it to make the “broader conclusion”
that would relieve Iran from the arms and missile restrictions early?

Answer. We have complete confidence in the International Atomic Energy Agency
(IAEA) and its technical ability to faithfully implement the Safeguards Agreement
and the Additional Protocol in Iran, as well as undertake the additional verification
activities provided for under the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA). We
expect the IAEA to pursue a rigorous process of implementing Iran’s Additional Pro-
tocol. We are confident that the IAEA would only draw the Broader Conclusion
when it is confident about the exclusively peaceful nature of Iran’s nuclear program.

Question. Why did the U.S. agree to lift the U.N. arms embargo on Iran in 5
years, at a time when Iran continues to violate this requirement? Was this done on
an expectation of a change in Iranian behavior?

Answer. The only arms and missile sanctions that are being relieved under this
deal are those that were put in place by the United Nations Security Council. This
is because the Security Council was explicit in its resolutions that these sanctions
were put in place in order to address the international concerns about Iran’s nuclear
program and would be lifted when Iran addressed those concerns. We remain con-
cerned about Iran’s destabilizing activities in the region and will work with partners
to address this. To support these efforts, we will continue to invoke other relevant
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U.N. arms restrictions, including those banning arms shipments to Houthis in
Yemen, nonstate actors in Lebanon and Iraq, and to all terrorist groups.

In addition, we still have a number of ways, including through our unilateral
sanctions authorities, to continue to restrict Iranian conventional arms transfers.
The size of the U.S. economy, the power of our financial system, and the reach of
U.S. unilateral measures give us enormous leverage to pressure other countries to
abide by restrictions on Iranian arms activity.

Question. Does Iran understand that the U.S. will sanction entities that provide
arms to terrorist groups? If IRISL or Iran Air is found to be shipping arms, will
the U.S. reimpose sanctions on these entities? Have our partners agreed to go along
with this?

Answer. We have been explicit with our partners and with Iran that we intend
to continue enforcing our sanctions on nonnuclear activities, such as support for ter-
rorism. We will continue to aggressively counter Iran’s destabilizing and threatening
actions in the region. The President is committed to working closely with Israel, the
gulf countries, and our other regional partners to do just that. We have been explicit
with our partners and with Iran that our sanctions targeting Iran’s support for ter-
rorism, its human rights abuses, missile and weapons of mass destruction prolifera-
tion, and destabilizing activities in the region, including support for the Assad
regime, will remain in place and we will continue to vigorously enforce them.

Question. The administration has cited various international and domestic author-
ities that will allow the U.S. to continue addressing Iranian arms exports and im-
ports. The agreement specifically highlights the Iran, North Korea, and Syria Non-
Proliferation Act as a U.S. sanctions law that will remain in effect. The GAO re-
cently conducted a review and found the State Department had failed to carry out
the law and was some 3 years behind in issuing mandatory reports under the law.

¢ What are you doing to come into compliance with the law? Why should we trust
the af)lministration to enforce the law now, when you have failed to do so for
years?

Answer. The Iran, North Korea, and Syria Nonproliferation Act (INKSNA) is an
important tool in the nonproliferation toolkit. The imposition of INKSNA sanctions
and the threat of potential INKSNA sanctions have been effective in prompting for-
eign governments to take action to stop proliferators or even prevent INKSNA-
reportable transfers from happening in the first place. In response to the recent
GAO report regarding the timeliness of the INKSNA reports, the Department is re-
viewing its INKSNA process and continuing to incorporate lessons learned into each
new reporting cycle.

The unique requirements of this law are broad—identifying every foreign person
if there is “credible information” that the person transferred or received even one
of several thousand items, including a wide range of conventional weapons—and
therefore preparation of this report is time intensive. The Department must care-
fully and thoroughly vet decisions that carry significant foreign policy implications,
internally and through the interagency. In addition, the focus of the law has greatly
expanded since the Iran Nonproliferation Act went into effect in 2000 and included
only transfers to Iran. The law now requires reporting on transfers to or from Iran
(added in 2005), Syria (added in 2005), and North Korea (added in 2006). This has
significantly increased the scope of INKSNA without expanding the statutory time-
frames for reporting. While there is no disputing the fact that reports have been
late, the Department of State continues to regularly implement this law, as wit-
nessed by the ongoing delivery of INKSNA reports to Congress and the substantial
number of foreign persons sanctioned under INKSNA.

Question. In November 2011, the Treasury Department determined Iran was a
“Jurisdiction of Primary Money Laundering Concern” pursuant to section 311 of the
USA Patriot Act. Is it correct that this designation will remain in effect? As such,
will U.S. banks continue to be required to conduct special due diligence to their cor-
respondent accounts to guard against their improper indirect use by Iranian bank-
ing institutions?

Answer. The determination that Iran is a “Jurisdiction of Primary Money Laun-
dering Concern” pursuant to section 311 of the USA Patriot Act will not change
under the JCPOA. Moreover, U.S. sanctions will continue to prohibit U.S. banks
from providing services to Iranian financial institutions. As a result, Iranian banks
will not be able to clear U.S. dollars through the U.S. financial system, hold cor-
respondent account relationships with U.S. financial institutions, or enter into
financing arrangements with U.S. banks. As we have made clear, we have aggres-
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sively enforced our primary sanctions on U.S. banks that have failed to abide by
their legal obligations.

Question. Will Iran remain prohibited from accessing the U.S. financial system
through the banning of U-Turn transactions?

Answer. Yes. Under the JCPOA, U-turn transactions will remain prohibited. The
JCPOA contains no provisions allowing Iran access to the U.S. financial system.

Question. Secretary Kerry, do you agree with Foreign Minister Zarif's statement
that Iran does not “jail people for their opinions?”

Answer. We take issue with the suggestion that the Iranian Government does not
detain people solely for expressing their opinions. In fact, the Iranian Government
continues to arrest and detain journalists, activists, students, and many others on
charges that appear spurious and without due process. It places severe restrictions
on the enjoyment of civil liberties and human rights, including freedoms of peaceful
assembly, expression, and religion or belief, as well as on press freedoms. According
to the March 2014 report of the U.N. Special Rapporteur for human rights in Iran,
at least 895 political prisoners and prisoners of conscience are incarcerated by Iran.
Other human rights activists have estimated there could be more than 1,000 pris-
oners of conscience in Iran.

We document these issues in our annual Human Rights and International Reli-
gious Freedom Reports, and remain vocal in our condemnation of Iran’s human
rights violations.

Question. Do you believe that this denial of the human rights situation faced by
millions of Iranians makes Foreign Minister Zarif a human rights violator?
¢ Given his role in overseeing the Iranian Government’s institutions is President
Rouhani a human rights violator? What about Supreme Leader Khamenei?

Answer. Since 2010, the Treasury Department, in consultation with the State
Department, has sanctioned five Iranian entities and 14 Iranian individuals under
Executive Order 13553 for their involvement or complicity in serious human rights
abuses. These designations will not go away under the JCPOA, and neither will the
designations of 12 Iranian entities and six Iranian individuals under Executive
Order 13628 for activities that limit the exercise of freedoms of expression or peace-
ful assembly by Iranians. Lastly, the four entities we have targeted pursuant to
Executive Order 13606—for their provision of information technology that could be
used by the Government of Iran to commit serious human rights abuses—will
remain designated.

Iranian entities sanctioned pursuant to various human rights-related authorities
include the Islamic Revolutionary Guards Corps (IRGC), the Basij, the Ministry of
Intelligence and Security (MOIS), the Ministry of Culture and Islamic Guidance, the
Committee to Determine Instances of Criminal Content, and the Iranian Cyber
Police. We have also sanctioned top officials within some of these organizations. We
have enforced and will continue to enforce existing human rights-related sanctions.

Question. Has the United States, pursuant to this agreement, or any side agree-
ments, either written or verbal, made any commitment to Iran of any type that we
will not take military action against Iran or its proxies?

Answer. No, there are no such commitments.

Question. Have we made any commitments not to challenge Iranian activity in
Iraq, Syria, Lebanon, or Yemen?

Answer. No. We have been clear that we are not suspending or removing sanc-
tions related to nonnuclear issues, such as Iran’s support for terrorism, its ballistic
missile activities, its abuse of human rights, or its support for the Assad regime,
Hezbollah, or the Houthis in Yemen. Similarly, we have not made any commitments
that prevent us from imposing sanctions in response to those activities. Iran’s desta-
bilizing activities in the region are a serious concern for the administration, and we
are committed to working with our partners in the region and around the world to
take the necessary steps to counter Iranian aggression.

Question. Have we made any commitments to roll back or lessen our efforts to
seek changes in regime behavior as it relates to human rights?

Answer. No. Our position on Iran’s human rights record has not changed. We re-
main vocal in our condemnation of human rights abuses and violations in Iran. We
have enforced and will continue to enforce existing human rights-related sanctions
against Iran. Our human rights-related designations of entities and individuals are
not affected by the JCPOA.
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We will continue to cosponsor and lobby for the U.N. General Assembly’s annual
resolution expressing deep concern over human rights violations in Iran and to lead
lobbying efforts to maintain the mandate of the Special Rapporteur on human rights
in Iran—a mandate we were instrumental in establishing through our leadership
at the U.N. Human Rights Council.

We will also continue to document reports of Iran’s human rights violations and
abuses in our annual Human Rights and International Religious Freedom Reports.

Question. Will we continue to support human rights and democratic activists in
Iran that seek an open society that protects basic human rights and civil liberties?

Answer. We will continue to speak out in support of Iranians and their desire for
greater respect for human rights and the rule of law.

U.S. Government-funded programming continues to provide tools and training to
Iranian citizens and civil society groups to support democratic principles, as laid out
in Iran’s own constitution.

These projects build the capacity of civil society to advocate for citizens’ interests
and expand access to independent information through media projects.

Projects also provide digital safety training and increase safe access to the Inter-
net and other communications technologies to allow Iranians to communicate with
each other and with the outside world.

U.S. Government-funded projects also build the capacity of Iranian citizens to
urge greater respect for human rights and the rule of law.

Question. Will we continue to confront Iran’s abysmal human rights record, in-
cluding through the imposition of sanctions with respect to the transfer of goods or
technologies to Iran that are likely to be used to commit human rights abuses?

Answer. We remain vocal about human rights violations in Iran, and will continue
to enforce existing human rights sanctions.

Since 2010, the Treasury Department, in consultation with the State Department,
has sanctioned 5 Iranian entities and 14 Iranian individuals under Executive Order
13553 for their involvement or complicity in serious human rights abuses. These
designations will not go away under the JCPOA, and neither will the designations
of 12 Iranian entities and 6 Iranian individuals under Executive Order 13628 for
activities that limit the exercise of freedoms of expression or peaceful assembly b
Iranians. We have also targeted four entities pursuant to Executive Order 13606 for
their provision of information technology that could be used by the Government of
Iran to commit serious human rights abuses; these entities will similarly remain
designated.

Iranian entities sanctioned pursuant to various human rights-related authorities
include the IRGC, the Basij, the Ministry of Intelligence and Security (MOIS), the
Ministry of Culture and Islamic Guidance, the Committee to Determine Instances
of Criminal Content, and the Iranian Cyber Police. We have also sanctioned top offi-
cials within some of these organizations.

Question. President Obama said that the alternative to this deal is an uncon-
strained Iranian nuclear program and a substantial increase in the risk of war. Yet
just 2 weeks before finalizing the deal, he insisted, “I've said from the start I will
walk away from the negotiations if, in fact, it’s a bad deal.” Secretary Kerry, you
are on the record saying several times, “No deal is better than a bad deal.”

¢ If President Obama said that he would walk away from negotiations if nec-
essary, don’t his words clearly show that there are acceptable alternatives to
signing a deal?

Answer. Prior to reaching the JCPOA, the President made clear that the United
States would only accept a deal that provides confidence to the international com-
munity that Iran’s nuclear program will be exclusively peaceful. Had the President
determined that such a deal was unobtainable, he was prepared to walk away and
consider alternative ways of addressing the problem. The President continually
weighed this option against the alternatives during the negotiations, taking into
consideration a variety of factors, including the degree to which the United States
would have international support for any actions that we would take.

Fortunately, we were able to conclude a deal that verifiably ensures that Iran’s
nuclear program will be exclusively peaceful and that enjoys broad international
support. As a result, we believe that no other option can as effectively constrain the
Iranian nuclear program for the long term and ensure that Iran cannot obtain a
nuclear weapon.

Question. Even though you clearly believe this deal is a good one, shouldn’t Con-
gress have the same right as yourself and President Obama to walk away from a
deal if we believe it’s a bad one?
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Answer. Congress does have the ability to prevent this deal from going forward.
However, such a decision would have significant ramifications. We urge Congress
to evaluate this choice against the alternatives to a deal, none of which can prevent
Iran from obtaining a nuclear weapon as effectively and for as long as the JCPOA
does. We believe it would be a mistake to walk away from a deal that will verifiably
prevent Iran from obtaining a nuclear weapon, includes the most comprehensive
and intrusive verification regime ever negotiated, and has broad international sup-
port. We look forward to working constructively with Congress during the review
period to discuss any questions or concerns you and your colleagues have.

Question. How would you define a bad deal such that it would have compelled you
to walk away from the negotiating table?

Answer. A bad deal would be a deal that, unlike the JCPOA, does not verifiably
ensure that Iran’s nuclear program will be exclusively peaceful by cutting off all of
the pathways to enough fissile material for a nuclear weapon.

Question. You have assured Congress that over the course of years of negotiations
with Iran that U.S. hostages were raised at every meeting, yet during the course
of the negotiations, the number of U.S. hostages grew. Would the administration
support the imposition of sanctions against those responsible for unjustly detaining
American citizens in Iran?

Answer. We have long maintained that Iran’s detention of Saeed Abedini, Amir
Hekmati, and Jason Rezaian is unjust and that Iran should release these U.S. citi-
zens without delay. We have also maintained that Iran should cooperate with us
to find Robert Levinson; he went missing on Iranian soil and thus the Iranians
should help locate him. All of these cases deserve resolution, and we will not cease
our efforts until these U.S. citizens are reunited with their families.

Question. Will the United States support other countries in the Middle East or
elsewhere that desire a uranium enrichment program of similar size and capabilities
as that Iran will possess under the JCPOA? If not, why not?

Answer. We remain committed to ensuring compliance with the Nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty (NPT) by all parties to the treaty, not just Iran. Iran ran afoul
of its NPT and TAEA obligations because it engaged in clandestine nuclear activities
at clandestine facilities in pursuit of a nuclear weapon outside the IAEA safeguards
regime. A deal that restricts Iran’s enrichment capacity and brings Iran’s nuclear
activities in line with its NPT and IAEA obligations will contribute to the security
of the region. Other countries in the region have expressed an interest in nuclear
energy, and we have engaged them on this issue.

More broadly, we will continue our efforts to combat the proliferation of enrich-
ment and reprocessing technologies. The United States employs a range of meas-
ures, both multilateral and bilateral, to help minimize the spread of related tech-
nologies around the world. As part of this effort, we seek to ensure that states make
the choice to rely on the international market for fuel cycle services. Our approach
has been effective in convincing a number of states to do just that.

RESPONSES OF SECRETARY JOHN F. KERRY TO QUESTIONS
SUBMITTED BY SENATOR JEFF FLAKE

Question. Language in paragraph 29 of the JCPOA states that “the United States,
consistent with their respective laws, will refrain from any policy specifically
intended to directly and adversely affect the normalization of trade and economic
relations with Iran inconsistent with their commitments not to undermine the suc-
cessful implementation of the JCPOA.”

It seems to me that this commits future administrations and Congresses to avoid
putting into place policies regarding trade and economic relations with Iran.

¢ In the context of the agreement, who would make the determination as to
whether a specific policy or legislative initiative constituted a violation of this
provision?

¢ If a specific policy or legislative initiative were to be seen as a violation of the

JCPOA, would Iran have grounds to walk away from its commitments under
the agreement?

Answer. No, the JCPOA does not prevent future administrations and Congress
from implementing policies or sanctions on certain conduct of concern—even if such
policies have trade or economic consequences on Iran.

Paragraph 29, by its terms, does not apply to sanctions that are intended to pre-
vent and counter specific conduct by Iran, such as support for terrorism, abuses of
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human rights, missile proliferation, WMD proliferation, or violations of the JCPOA.
Such sanctions are not “specifically intended to directly and adversely affect the nor-
malization of trade and economic relations with Iran.” Moreover, such sanctions
would not be “inconsistent with [our] commitments not to undermine the successful
implementation of the JCPOA” because the JCPOA sanctions relief only encom-
passes nuclear-related sanctions.

Paragraph 29 does not preclude us from sanctioning individuals and entities if the
circumstances warrant, including if such individuals and entities are involved in
support for terrorism, human rights abuses, or proliferation. Nor would it prevent
us from targeting certain economic sectors, if the circumstances warranted, because
the intent of those types of sanctions would be to change Iran’s behavior. It is
important to note, though, that this fact does not give us free rein to simply reim-
pose the day after sanctions relief is provided under the JCPOA all of our suspended
sanctions under some other pretext. Iran would obviously see that as bad faith, as
would our partners. In the end, if we decide to impose new sanctions, it will be
important that we have a credible rationale.

With respect to how Iran will react, there is always the possibility that Iran could
use any action by the United States, related to sanctions or otherwise, as a pretext
to stop performing its JCPOA commitments. However, such a decision would have
enormous consequences for Iran, such as the reimposition of all of the sanctions that
have damaged its economy to date and isolation again from the international
community.

Question. Similarly, language in Annex V states that after Transition Day, “the
United States will seek such legislative action as may be appropriate to terminate”
statutory sanctions.

¢ If the President at that time does not want to seek this relief, would that con-
stitute a violation of the agreement, giving Iran grounds to walk away?

Answer. Under the JCPOA, the United States committed to seek legislative action
to terminate the specified nuclear-related sanctions on Transition Day. Therefore,
if the President did not make a good faith effort to seek this legislative action, Iran
and the other P5+1 members could accuse us of violating the JCPOA. However, we
structured this provision in recognition of the President’s and Congress’ respective
constitutional authorities and the fact that the termination of statutory sanctions
is within Congress’ purview. This and other U.S. commitments on sanctions relief
were necessary to secure Iran’s commitments under the JCPOA that address the
international community’s concerns with its nuclear program. Provided that Iran
complies with its commitments under the JCPOA until Transition Day, we intend
to take the steps necessary to fulfill our sanctions relief commitments under the
JCPOA, and as is the long-standing practice with respect to multilateral commit-
ments of the United States, we would expect future administrations would do so as
well. If, however, Iran violates its JCPOA commitments, the United States main-
tains the ability to snap back U.S. national or multilateral sanctions at any time.

Question. If approved, this deal will have powerful impacts on the geopolitics of
the Middle East and beyond for decades to come and it will span two, maybe three
Presidential administrations.

¢ How does the administration plan to preserve the agreement throughout its
duration to ensure its success?

Answer. The durability of this deal will largely depend on Iran’s compliance
because, when fully implemented, the JCPOA will verifiably prevent Iran from de-
veloping a nuclear weapon. Thus, if the JCPOA is fully implemented, we assess that
future administrations will seek to preserve it.

For our part, if Iran does abide by its commitments, we intend to take the steps
necessary to fulfill U.S. sanctions relief commitments and would expect future
administrations to do so as well. Maintaining the economic benefits from sanctions
relief will serve as a powerful incentive for Iran to continue meeting its commit-
ments. If, however, Iran violates its JCPOA commitments, the United States main-
tains the ability to snap back U.S. national or multilateral sanctions at any time.

Question. Paragraph 26 of the JCPOA says that “the U.S. administration, acting
consistent with the respective roles of the President and the Congress, will refrain
from re-introducing or re-imposing the sanctions specified in Annex I . . . Iran has
stated that it will treat such a re-introduction or re-imposition of the sanctions spec-
ified in Annex II, or such an imposition of new nuclear-related sanctions, as grounds
to cease performing its commitments under this JCPOA in whole or in part.”



253

¢ If the United States Congress passed into law some of the sanctions specified
in Annex II but for reasons unrelated to the nuclear issue, would that constitute
a violation of the JCPOA? Would Iran consider it a violation of the JCPOA?

Answer. We have been clear that we would not violate the JCPOA if we used our
authorities to impose sanctions on Iran in response to its support for terrorism,
human rights abuses, missile activities, or for any other nonnuclear reason. The
JCPOA does not provide Iran any relief from U.S. sanctions relating to these activi-
ties.

What we have committed to do is quite specific: not to reimpose for nuclear rea-
sons the specific nuclear-related sanctions specified in Annex II to the JCPOA and
not to impose new nuclear-related sanctions, contingent on Iran abiding by its
JCPOA commitments. But, that does not mean that we would be precluded from
sanctioning specific Iranian actors or sectors if the circumstances warranted. All of
our other sanctions authorities remain in place and are unaffected by the JCPOA.
Moreover, we have made it clear to Iran that we would continue to use and enforce
sanctions to address its other troubling activities, including its support for terrorism
and destabilizing activities in the region.

That said, of course, the United States would not be acting in good faith if we
simply reimposed all of our sanctions the day after they were relieved using some
other justification. In the end, if we decide to reimpose sanctions for any reason,
it will be important that we have a credible rationale. That has always been the
case and will remain the case in the future.

Other authorities that will remain include those that target: human rights abuses
in Iran, including by means of information technology (E.O. 13553, E.O. 13606, E.O.
13628); support for Syria’s Assad regime (E.O. 13582); human rights abuses in Syria
(E.O. 13572); fomenting instability in Iraq (E.O. 13438); threatening the stability of
Yemen (E.O. 13611); and foreign persons that evade sanctions with respect to Iran
and Syria (E.O. 13608).

Iranian individuals and entities that have been sanctioned under these non-
nuclear sanctions authorities will continue to be sanctioned under the JCPOA. U.S.
persons will continue to be prohibited from dealing with such persons, and non-U.S.
persons that deal with such persons will risk being cut off from the U.S. financial
system or having their property or interests in property that are in the United
States, come within the control of the United States, or come within the possession
or control of a U.S. person blocked.

Question. Iran signed the Additional Protocol in 2003 but never ratified it. It
implemented the Additional Protocol until 2006, when Iran stopped implementing
it. The JCPOA requires Iran to implement the Additional Protocol, but Iran is not
required to ratify it.

¢ Is there anything in this agreement that would require Iran to continue to
implement the Additional Protocol beyond the length of the JPOA?

Answer. The Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA) includes the most com-
prehensive and rigorous verification regime ever negotiated. As part of this
verification regime, Iran will provisionally apply the Additional Protocol (AP) pend-
ing its entry into force, and subsequently seek ratification and entry into force,
consistent with the respective roles of Iran’s President and Majlis. Under inter-
national law, provisional application creates a legally binding obligation on Iran to
comply with the AP. There is no end date to this legal obligation, and it is not tied
to any duration in the JCPOA. Implementation of the AP will give the International
Atomic Energy Agency the tools it needs to be in a position to provide credible as-
surance about the absence of undeclared nuclear material and activities in Iran.

Question. If not, and if Iran were to stop applying the Additional Protocol at some
point more than 10 years from now, what effect would that have on inspectors’
access to Iranian facilities?

Answer. Iran’s implementation of the Additional Protocol (AP) will provide the
International Atomic Energy Agency with expanded access to locations in Iran and
impose additional reporting requirements on Iran. That is why the AP is a critical
element of the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action’s (JCPOA) verification regime
and why we insisted that Iran commit to provisionally apply the AP—which will
create legally binding obligations on Iran to implement the AP’s provisions—and to
seek ratification of the AP. There is no end date to this JCPOA commitment, and
it is not tied to any duration in the JCPOA.

Question. The Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action says that Iran will fully imple-
ment the “Roadmap for Clarification of Past and Present Outstanding Issues”
agreed with the IAEA by October 15, 2015, and that the Director General of the
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TAEA will provide a “final assessment on the resolution of all past and present out-
standing issues” related to Iran’s nuclear program to the Board of Governors, and
that the “E3+3, in their capacity as members of the Board of Governors, will submit
a resolution to the Board of Governors for taking necessary action, with a view to
closing the issue” (JCPOA, paragraph 14, page 9).

¢ What will happen if the Director General of the IAEA determines that there has
not been resolution of the past and present outstanding issues related to Iran’s
nuclear program?

Answer. The P5+1 spoke with one voice throughout the talks that it will be crit-
ical for Iran to cooperate fully with the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)
to address the possible military dimensions (PMD) of Iran’s nuclear program. The
TIAEA and Iran agreed on a roadmap that contains steps to clarify past and present
issues, including PMD. Under the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action, Iran must
complete the activities required of it in this roadmap by October 15, well in advance
of any sanctions relief.

Question. If the resolution submitted by the E3+3 to the IAEA Board of Governors
requires Iran to take specific actions to resolve these outstanding issues, does the
JCPOA at any time require Iran to comply with these actions?

Answer. The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) and Iran agreed on a
roadmap that contains steps to clarify past and present issues, including the pos-
sible military dimensions (PMD) of Iran’s nuclear program. We will be in continuous
contact with the IAEA to make sure Iran fully implements its commitments under
the roadmap, so that the IAEA can complete its PMD investigation. Iran will no
longer be able to stonewall the IAEA and string out the process. It must address
the questions the IAEA poses and the IAEA must have what it needs to prepare
its final assessment or there will be no sanctions relief.

Question. The “Dispute Resolution Mechanism” detailed in paragraphs 36 and 37
of the JCPOA allows for a complaining participant to request that an outstanding
issue be considered by “an Advisory Board, which would consist of three members
(one each appointed by the participants in the dispute and a third independent
member).”

¢ Who is responsible for appointing the “third independent member” and what cri-
teria will be used to determine that appointment?

Answer. The dispute resolution process in the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action
(JCPOA) contemplates that a complaining participant could refer an issue to an
Advisory Board if the issue is not resolved following 15 days of consideration by the
Joint Commission. The Advisory Board process would occur in parallel—or in lieu
of—review of the issue by Ministers of Foreign Affairs. At the end of this second
15-day period, the JCPOA participants would have 5 additional days to consider an
opinion of the Advisory Board, if any. If, at the end of that 35-day process, the issue
has not been resolved, the complaining participant could treat the issue as grounds
to cease performance of its JCPOA commitments in whole or in part or to refer to
the issue to the United Nations Security Council. The opinion of the Advisory Board
is nonbinding and would in no way preclude us from exercising our option to refer
the matter to the Security Council or to cease performance of our commitments.
Furthermore, even if the Advisory Board was unable to issue a recommendation
within the relevant time period, we would still have the ability to refer the issue
to the Security Council. The procedures for the Advisory Board have not been elabo-
rated, and we anticipate that the JCPOA participants will address this issue in the
Joint Commission.

Question. The “Dispute Resolution Mechanism” details the process by which the
U.N. Security Council “shall vote on a resolution to continue the sanctions lifting.
If the resolution described above has not been adopted within 30 days of the notifi-
cation, then the provisions of the old U.N. Security Council resolutions would be
reimposed, unless the U.N. Security Council decides otherwise.”

¢ What does “unless the U.N. Security Council decides otherwise” mean? How
could this change the process detailed in the JCPOA for dispute resolution?

Answer. United Nations Security Council Resolution 2231 establishes an unprece-
dented “snapback” mechanism under which any Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action
participant has the unilateral ability to reimpose United Nations (U.N.) sanctions
without the worry of a veto by any of the permanent members of the U.N. Security
Council. Instead, there would be a vote in the Security Council to continue the sanc-
tions relief, which we could veto, thereby resulting in the reimposition of all U.N.
sanctions.
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“Unless the Security Council decides otherwise” in this provision means that, dur-
ing the 30-day period following notification of significant nonperformance, the Secu-
rity Council could decide to do something other than reimpose all U.N. sanctions.
For example, if the nonperformance was significant but there was a desire within
the P5+1 to impose partial snapback, the Security Council could decide to reimpose
some but not all U.N. sanctions. However, this would require an affirmative vote
by the Council, and we would be able to veto such a decision and ensure full snap-
back if we were not satisfied with partial snapback. The threat of full snapback will
provide us with important leverage in such situations.

RESPONSES OF SECRETARY JOHN F. KERRY TO QUESTIONS
SUBMITTED BY SENATOR DAVID PERDUE

Question. During the State Department Authorization markup, I offered an
amendment, which passed by voice vote, to require that the Secretary of State, in
coordination with the Secretary of Defense and other members of the National Secu-
rity Council, develop a strategy for a post-Iran deal Middle East, to include: efforts
to counter Iranian-sponsored terrorism in the Middle East, efforts to reassure U.S.
allies and partners in the region, and efforts to address the potential for a conven-
tional or nuclear arms race in the Middle East.

¢ Does such a strategy exist currently? If so, could you please provide?

Answer. Iran’s support for terrorism and its destabilizing activities in the region
are a serious concern for this administration. U.S. actions to counter Iran’s desta-
bilizing actions fall into several broad lines of effort. First, we are undermining
Iran’s capacity to execute attacks directly and through its partners and proxies by
expanding our cooperation with, and strengthening the capacity of our, regional
partners. Second, we are working to restrict Iran’s ability to move money and mate-
rial for illicit purposes through sanctions and direct action when necessary. Third,
we remain committed to Israel’s security and that of our other regional allies and
we continue to build up our partners’ capacity to defend themselves against Iranian
aggression. Fourth, we are working unilaterally and with allies to weaken Hezbol-
lah’s financial networks. Fifth, we publicize Iran’s meddling wherever we can in
order to disrupt Iran’s relationships with its partners. Finally, over the long term,
we seek to strengthen democratic institutions and the rule of law in countries that
face threats from Iranian proxy activities.

Question. Martin Dempsey said on Capitol Hill that the U.S. should not release
any pressure on Iran relating to its ballistic missile program and conventional arms
trade. “Under no circumstances should we relieve pressure on Iran relative to bal-
léstic missile capabilities and arms trafficking,” he told the Senate Armed Services

ommittee.

¢ Why were the concessions on the arms embargo and ballistic missile ban given
to Iran?

Answer. The only arms and missile sanctions that are being relieved under this
deal are those that were put in place by the United Nations Security Council. The
UNSC was explicit in its resolutions that these sanctions were put in place to
address the international concerns about Iran’s nuclear activities and would come
off when Iran addressed those concerns, and no other regional issues were men-
tioned in these resolutions. Because we recognize their value, we have insisted that
these sanctions remain in place for a considerable period of time. Specifically, the
arms embargo will remain in place for up to 5 years and missile restrictions will
remain in place for up to 8 years.

These provisions are not the only ones we utilize to curb Iran’s missile and con-
ventional arms-related activities. Separate from these UNSC restrictions, we have
now, and will continue to have, a number of robust domestic and multilateral
authorities that we will continue to use with international partners to counter Iran’s
destabilizing activities. For example, we will continue our efforts to counter the
spread of missiles and related technology to or from Iran through the use of U.S.
sanctions, export controls, and cooperation with partner states, including through
the 34-country Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR).

Question. In the hearing, you said in response to questions, “Even with the lifting
of sanctions after 8 years on missiles or 5 years on arms or the U.N. sanctions, it’s
only the U.N. sanctions. We still have sanctions. Our primary embargo is still in
place. We are still sanctioning them.” If that is the case, why was the arms embargo
and missile ban language even included in the JCPOA, if its inclusion has such lit-
tle impact, as you indicated in the hearing?
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Answer. The only arms and missile sanctions that are being relieved under this
deal are those that were put in place by the United Nations Security Council. The
UNSC was explicit in its resolutions that these sanctions were put in place to
address the international concerns about Iran’s nuclear activities and would come
off when Iran addressed those concerns. These resolutions laid out a roadmap for
removing these sanctions if the nuclear concerns were resolved and it was always
envisioned by the UNSC that these—and all other sanctions in these resolutions—
would ultimately be removed. Nevertheless, we have insisted that the conventional
arms and missile provisions remain in place for a considerable period of time. Spe-
cifically, the arms embargo will remain in place for up to 5 years and missile restric-
tions will remain in place for up to 8 years.

Question. According to reports by Roubini Economics and Foundation for Defense
of Democracies, sanctions had forced Iran’s economy into a severe recession in 2012
and early 2013. Given that Iran’s economy was in a severe recession, marked by
negative growth, a plummeting currency, and hyperinflation, why was the $700 mil-
lion per month payment necessary to bring Iran to the negotiating table? Do you
believe the P5+1 could have extracted larger concessions from Iran without those
monthly payments, or if you had waited longer to initiate the JPOA process?

Answer. The powerful set of U.S. and international sanctions on Iran, and espe-
cially those imposed over the last 5 years, effectively isolated Iran from the world
economy. International consensus and cooperation were vital to the pressure that
we imposed. During the leadup to the Joint Plan of Action (JPOA), we were able
to maintain strong economic pressure because Iran’s major trading partners and oil
customers joined us in imposing pressure on Iran. These countries paid a significant
economic price to do so, and they did it based on U.S. sanctions and a credible path
forward toward a negotiated solution. The point of these efforts was clear: to change
Iran’s nuclear behavior, while holding out the prospect of relief if Iran addressed
the world’s concerns about its nuclear program. The 5700 million per month repatri-
ation of Iran’s restricted oil revenue—which belongs to Iran and is not a “pay-
ment”—was a critical component of the JPOA’s temporary sanctions relief, and nec-
essary to reach a final Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA). The limited
and temporary sanctions relief offered to Iran as part of the JPOA was a vital inter-
mediate step that made it possible for the P5+1 to reach a comprehensive deal with
Iran to ensure that it does not develop a nuclear weapon.

Sanctions were a means to an end, and were only possible in cooperation with our
international partners. U.S. failure to initiate negotiations in conjunction with our
partners to pursue a JCPOA would have left the United States isolated and would
have undermined the effectiveness of our sanctions pressure. The deal we have
achieved in the JCPOA is a strong one. It provides sanctions relief only in exchange
for verified Iranian compliance with nuclear-related steps, and it has a strong
snapback mechanism built in to reimpose sanctions if Iran does not meet its
commitments.

Question. Secretary Kerry, you said before SFRC in March, “our negotiation is cal-
culated to make sure they can’t get a nuclear weapon.” President Obama said in
April that “in year 13, 14, 15” . . . “the breakout times would have shrunk down
to almost zero.” With that said, does this deal preclude Iran from ever obtaining a
nuclear weapon? Or merely delay this from happening?

Answer. Full implementation of the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA)
will peacefully and verifiably prevent Iran from obtaining a nuclear weapon. Under
the JCPOA and as a nonnuclear weapons state party to the Nuclear Non-Prolifera-
tion Treaty (NPT), Iran will remain prohibited from developing or acquiring a
nuclear weapon indefinitely. Furthermore, in addition to the enhanced transparency
and verification measures under the JCPOA, Iran will undertake legally binding
safeguards obligations under the Additional Protocol to its Safeguards Agreement
with the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), which will significantly
enhance the TAEA’s ability to investigate questions about covert nuclear activities
in Iran through access to a broader range of Iranian facilities. Iran’s commitments
under the AP provide the IAEA with the tools needed to draw credible assurances
about the absence of any breakout effort, and the AP obligations will extend
indefinitely.

Question. On November 24, 2013, you said in an ABC News interview: “There is
no right to enrich. We do not recognize a right to enrich. It is clear, in the—in the
NPT, in the nonproliferation treaty, it’s very, very [clear] that there is no right to
enrich.” Why did P5+1 negotiators cede enrichment to Iran in the JCPOA?

Answer. The Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA) does not address the
question of whether there is a “right” to enrich. The JCPOA simply acknowledges
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that full implementation of the JCPOA would enable Iran to enjoy its right to
nuclear energy for peaceful purposes under the relevant articles of the Nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty (NPT), in line with its obligations therein. Under the JCPOA,
Iran will continue to enrich, but its enrichment activities will be significantly con-
strained and rigorously monitored by the IAEA.

Question. Would you confirm that this deal does, in fact, reverse decades of U.S.
nonproliferation policy?

Answer. No, we disagree with that assertion. Full implementation of the Joint
Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA) will peacefully and verifiably prevent Iran
from obtaining a nuclear weapon and return Iran to compliance with its inter-
national nuclear obligations. A deal that restricts Iran’s enrichment capacity and
brings Iran’s nuclear behavior in line with its obligations under the Nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty and under its IAEA safeguards agreements is consistent with
longstanding U.S. nonproliferation policy to prevent countries from developing or
acquiring nuclear weapons and advances the U.S. goal of strengthening and pro-
moting the global nonproliferation regime.

Question. This deal would allow Iran, a pariah state, to leap 18 nations with
peaceful nuclear programs who do not enrich, and to be treated like Japan, Argen-
tina, the Netherlands, Brazil, and Germany. Why should Iran be granted the right
to enrich, when 18 other nations with peaceful nuclear programs do not enrich
domestically? What is the purpose, if not to obtain a nuclear weapon?

Answer. Iran has been enriching for over a decade and it has a comprehensive
knowledge of the nuclear fuel cycle, which cannot be sanctioned or bombed away.

The JCPOA does not address the question whether there is a “right” to enrich.
The JCPOA simply acknowledges that full implementation of the JCPOA would
enable Iran to use nuclear energy for peaceful purposes under the relevant articles
of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) in line with its obligations therein.

The deal requires dramatic cuts in Iran’s installed enrichment capacity and im-
poses other limits on Iran’s nuclear program. Moreover, the JCPOA includes the
most comprehensive and rigorous verification regime ever negotiated.

Question. From what I understand, this deal is predicated on the idea that the
Iranian regime will change its behavior. What indications do you have that Iran will
change its behavior in the next 10-15 years, when it is allowed to have an indus-
trial-scale nuclear program?

Answer. This deal is about verifiably ensuring that Iran’s nuclear program is and
will remain peaceful going forward. Every one of Iran’s nuclear commitments will
be verified by the IAEA and reported upon. The interim Joint Plan of Action (JPOA)
agreed to in January 2014 has demonstrated that given the proper incentives, Ira-
nian compliance can be secured and verified. Under the JCPOA, inspections and
transparency measures will continue well beyond 15 years; some extend for 25 years
and some are permanent. For example, the deal provides for Iranian implementa-
tion and ratification of the IAEA’s Additional Protocol, which would make those
transparency obligations permanent.

Question. Can you describe how Iran currently provides weapons and other mili-
tary equipment to Syria? When was the last time the United States intercepted
ships or illicit cargo from Iran to Syria?

Answer. Iran has supplied critical support to the Assad regime, providing not only
billions of dollars in funds, but also weapons, strategic guidance, technical assist-
ance, and training, thus enabling the regime’s continued repression and slaughter
of tens of thousands of Syrians. Iran utilizes ground, air and shipping routes to con-
tinue to supply the Assad regime. We continue to work with our partners to discour-
age this support in violation of international sanctions. We are coordinating with
the international community on ways to limit Iran’s efforts to resupply the Assad
regime with the means to perpetuate its brutality. We have imposed targeted sanc-
tions on Iran’s Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps and its Ministry of Intelligence
and Security for their support to the Assad regime and its campaign of horrors
against the Syrian people.

Question. I am concerned with what I have learned about the “roadmap” being
negotiated between the IAEA and Iran regarding Parchin and PMD. Will the United
States, or the rest of the P5+1, ever see the documents relating to the unresolved
issues regarding the Possible Military Dimensions (PMD) of Iran’s nuclear program?
How can the United States, or any other nation or body, provide any sanctions relief
%?N.[I]I)‘a{)l without knowing was has been resolved regarding the Parchin facility or

s?
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Answer. The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) and Iran have agreed
on a time-limited “Roadmap” through which Iran will address the IAEA’s concerns
regarding past and present issues, including PMD and those specific issues set out
in the IAEA Director General’s November 2011 report. Under the Joint Comprehen-
sive Plan of Action (JCPOA), Iran must complete the activities required of it in this
roadmap by October 15, well in advance of any sanctions relief. The IAEA will
report whether or not Iran has taken those steps. If Iran does not take those steps,
we will not implement our commitment to provide sanctions relief.

The roadmap text refers to two “separate arrangements” between the IAEA and
Iran, one of which concerns the issue of Parchin. Such arrangements related to safe-
guards agreements and inspections activities, including the arrangement concluded
pursuant to the U.S. safeguards agreement with the IAEA, are confidential within
the TAEA system. Our experts have been briefed on the contents of these docu-
ments, and we have in turn briefed Congress on them in a classified setting.

The roadmap makes clear that the Director General will provide regular updates
to the TAEA Board of Governors, which includes the United States, and will provide
a final assessment on the resolution of all past and present outstanding issues by
December 15. And as Secretary Kerry has noted, we are already confident in our
knowledge of what occurred at Parchin.

Indeed, ongoing concerns about the nature of Iran’s nuclear program are what
made it so imperative that we finalize a deal that cuts off all of the pathways to
enough fissile material for a nuclear weapon, implements unprecedented trans-
parency measures, and imposes real constraints on activities that Iran would need
to conduct weaponization efforts in the future.

Question. As I am sure you have seen, a recent GAO report found that our own
State Department failed to provide timely reports to Congress on Iran’s weapon-
ization efforts—with delays ranging from 22 months to 3 years. According to the
GAO report, the State Department admitted that political concerns, such as inter-
national negotiations, can delay State’s process in notifying Congress of violations.

¢ Can you assure Congress that such delays will not occur while enforcing the

JCPOA?

Answer. The administration’s level of engagement with Congress on the Joint
Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA) has been unprecedented and we look for-
ward to continuing our close and timely consultations with you, including on pos-
sible concerns related to the implementation of the JCPOA.

In response to the recent GAO report regarding the timeliness of the INKSNA re-
ports, the Department is reviewing its INKSNA process and continuing to incor-
porate lessons learned from previous iterations into each new reporting cycle. As
you know, INKSNA requires that we notify Congress of transfers of a wide range
of goods, services, or technologies to or from Iran, Syria, or North Korea. This in-
cludes transfers of many dual-use items, even if those items may be used for ordi-
nary commercial purposes and have no connection to weapons development.

Question. From what I understand of Iran’s cheating, they tend to cheat incre-
mentally, but the sum total of their cheating is egregious. However, paragraph 37
of the JCPOA indicates that Iran will cease performing all of its commitments in
the event of a full or partial snapback. How can the United States use snapback
to compel Iran to comply with the deal, allow inspections, or make any changes in
their behavior—if using snapback releases Iran from all of its commitments? Doesn’t
the all-or-nothing nature of snapback effectively deter the United States from ever
seelking tg punish Iranian violations? Specifically, how would you enforce small
violations?

Answer. The snapback provision we have secured is unprecedented and it allows
for us to have the unilateral ability to reimpose U.N. sanctions without the worry
of % l\17eto by any other permanent member of the Security Council, including Russia
or China.

The threat of snapback under the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA)
provides us and our partners with enormous leverage to deter Iranian noncompli-
ance because Iran would have to weigh the potential benefits to it of the activities
that amount to a violation against the very real risk that multilateral and national
sanctions will be reimposed against Iran as a result of that violation.

If there are small violations, we can use the threat of full snapback to convince
our partners to take steps to address it. For example, if the nonperformance was
significant but there was a desire within the P5+1 to prevent full snapback, the
Security Council could decide to reimpose some but not all U.N. sanctions. This
would require an affirmative vote by the Council, and we would be able to veto such
a decision and ensure full snapback if we were not satisfied with partial snapback.
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This approach gives us maximum flexibility and maximum leverage. We also have
a range of options for snapping back domestic sanctions to respond to smaller viola-
tions of the JCPOA if we so choose. And we have other areas of leverage for
responding to small violations, including action in the Joint Commission, on pro-
curement proposals, and in civil nuclear projects.

Question. Since the JCPOA is very heavily front-loaded on sanctions relief to Iran,
are you concerned that Iran could sufficiently pad its economy to be more resistant
to efforts to “snap back” sanctions?

Answer. We have been very clear: when the JCPOA goes into effect in October,
there will be no immediate changes to U.N., EU, or U.S. sanctions. There is no
“signing bonus.” Only if Iran fulfills the necessary nuclear steps—which will roll
back its nuclear program and extend its breakout time fivefold to at least 1 year—
will the United States, the EU and the U.N. provide sanctions relief. We expect Iran
to take at least 6 to 9 months to accomplish these nuclear steps. Until Iran com-
pletes those steps, we are simply extending the limited relief that has been in place
for the last year and a half under the Joint Plan of Action.

Should Iran violate its commitments once we have suspended sanctions, we will
be able to promptly snap back both U.S. and U.N. sanctions, and our EU colleagues
have reserved the ability to do so with respect to their sanctions as well. New meas-
ures could also be imposed if Iran were to violate its commitments and renege on
the deal. This credible “snapback” mechanism ensures that we will be able to reim-
pose sanctions pressure in cooperation with our international partners, thereby en-
suring their maximum effectiveness in inducing Iran to meet its commitments.
Moreover, after Implementation Day, as Iran enters into new financial relation-
ships, attracts foreign investment, conducts trade and exports goods, the higher the
cost will be if sanctions snap back.

Question. Can you clarify the contract sanctity provision built into the snapback
provision? The agreement states in the event of snap back of U.N. sanctions “these
provisions would not apply with retroactive effect to contracts signed between any
party and Iran or Iranian individuals and entities prior to the date of application

> What does that mean for a major energy contract to develop an oil field, or
to purchase natural gas, in the event of snapback sanctions?

Answer. There is no “grandfather clause” in the JCPOA. While we would not im-
pose sanctions retroactively on foreign companies that did business with Iran during
the period of sanctions relief, we would not give those companies a free pass to con-
tinue to do business with Iran after a snapback. We have been very clear in commu-
nicating this to our diplomatic partners as well as to the private sector. Moreover,
this conclusion is very clear from the language of the JCPOA: the passage quoted
in your question leaves out the key qualifying language “provided that the activities
contemplated under, and execution of, such contracts are consistent with this
JCPOA and the previous and current U.N. Security Council resolutions.” This sim-
ply means that the activities allowed under a snap back are the same as those that
are allowed under current UNSCRs and that are consistent with the JCPOA.

Question. The Iran Sanctions Act (ISA) is set to expire in December of next year.
ISA was originally passed in response to not only Iran stepping up their nuclear
program, but to curb its support of terrorist organizations, such as Hezbollah,
Hamas, and the Palestine Islamic Jihad.

¢ Does the administration support this Congress extending that law beyond its
current expiration? Please explain your answer.
Answer. Given that the Iran Sanctions Act does not expire until December 2016,
we believe it would be premature to extend it before then. We look forward to con-
tinuing this discussion with Congress.

Question. Last week, the UNSC voted unanimously to approve the JCPOA. If Con-
gress were to override a veto on a resolution of disapproval on the deal, would this
have any effect on the UNSC’s decision?

Answer. If Congress were to override a veto on a resolution of disapproval and
the United States walked away from this deal, the most likely scenario would be
that Iran would refuse to meet its commitments under the JCPOA, the JCPOA
would collapse, and the U.N. sanctions relief contemplated under UNSC Resolution
2231 would never materialize. This is because the U.N. sanctions relief under the
UNSC resolution does not occur until the IAEA verifies that Iran has taken the
nuclear steps outlined in the JCPOA. Without domestic sanctions relief from the
United States, Iran would not disconnect centrifuges, or get rid of its uranium stock-
pile, or fill the core of the current Arak reactor with concrete. In such a scenario,
the existing UNSC sanctions regime would remain in place, but we anticipate that
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it would be much harder to ensure that these measures are adequately enforced.
If the United States walked away from the strong deal that has been negotiated,
states would be less willing to cooperate with us in enforcing these measures, such
as by interdicting suspicious cargo at our request. This would put us in the worst
possible position of having no deal on the nuclear side, and losing our leverage to
ensure the effectiveness of multilateral and national sanctions.

Question. Would you disagree that the UNSCR directly violates the spirit of the
Iran Nuclear Agreement Review Act that passed in the Senate with the support of
98 Senators?

Answer. Yes, we disagree with that assertion. Nothing in the Security Council res-
olution affects Congress’ review of the JCPOA, and nothing in the Security Council
resolution requires the United States to take any action that would be inconsistent
with the Iran Nuclear Agreement Review Act (INARA). The Security Council resolu-
tion does not lessen the importance of Congress or its review of the JCPOA, and
we will remain in close consultation with Congress throughout the review period.

Question. Secretary Kerry, in light of your pledge on this deal, that this deal
would have to pass muster with Congress, didn’t the administration act in bad faith
by pushing the deal through the Security Council before Congress could vote? How
could President Obama have said—with any measure of sincerity—that Congress
would get a full opportunity to review the deal if he already planned to preempt
Congress by going to the Security Council within 6 days?

Answer. Congress has a full opportunity to review the deal. U.N. Security Council
Resolution 2231 does not lessen the importance of Congress or its review of the
JCPOA. Nothing in the resolution affects Congress’ review of the JCPOA, and noth-
ing in the resolution requires the United States to take any action that would be
inconsistent with the Iran Nuclear Agreement Review Act (INARA). As we have
explained, our P5+1 negotiating partners felt strongly that the Security Council
should not delay in endorsing this important deal, and adopting the U.N. Security
Council resolution was the next logical step given that the Iranian nuclear program
has been a long-standing issue among the P5+1 and in the Security Council.

We remain committed to continuing our close consultations with Congress on the
JCPOA throughout the 60-day review period and beyond.

Question. On Monday, July 20, 2015, Iranian Defense Minister Brigadier General
Hossein Dehgan stated that no foreign authority would be allowed access to Iranian
military and security sites. How can an effective inspections and verification regime
be implemented without unfettered, unannounced access to those sites?

Answer. The Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA) includes the most com-
prehensive and rigorous verification regime ever negotiated. It ensures both timely
and effective International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) access necessary to verify
Iran’s compliance, including at military sites. For example, in an instance where the
TAEA has a question about an undeclared location, the JAEA would be able to re-
quest access under the Additional Protocol. Under the JCPOA, if Iran disputes the
TIAEA’s access to such a location, the Joint Commission established under the
JCPOA can require Iran to provide the IAEA the access it requested within a time-
bound period if we and a majority of our P5+1 and EU partners agree it is nec-
essary. The United States, along with the United Kingdom, France, Germany, and
the EU High Representative, would constitute a majority of Joint Commission mem-
bers even if all others opposed.

Question. One of the largest firms controlled by the IRGC, Khatam al-Anbia will
be de-listed through the terms of the JCPOA. This firm which employs more than
135,000 in Iran was designated for proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and
is currently developing a new pipeline from Iran to Pakistan.

¢ Why should all EU sanctions be lifted on this company without a certification

that it is no longer engaging in proliferation activities? Why should the United
States support de-listing of one of the major sources of revenue for the IRGC?

Answer. The European Union will maintain its nuclear-related sanctions on
Khatam al-Anbia as late as was possible under the JCPOA—until Transition Day,
which is 8 years from Adoption Day, or when the IAEA reaches the Broader Conclu-
sion that all nuclear material remains in peaceful activities, whichever comes first.
Moreover, Khatam al-Anbia will not be subject to any relief from U.S. sanctions
under the JCPOA. As we have noted, we retain all the authorities necessary to
aggressively combat and enforce our sanctions against the Islamic Republican
Guard Corps (IRGC), as well as Iran’s support for terrorism, human rights abuses,
and destabilizing activities in the region. These authorities are in no way impacted
by the JCPOA. Moreover, U.S. “secondary” sanctions on persons and entities des-
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ignated under those authorities remain in place. These sanctions will continue to
allow us to target foreign parties doing business with those persons and entities.

Question. Ansar Bank along with Mehr Bank in Iran are both IRGC-owned. They
will now be given access to the global financial network through access to the
SWIFT banking system. How will the United States and the international commu-
nity “snap back” sanctions on these banks should they continue to support the
exportation of terrorism? Do you envision a scenario where these banks are put back
on designation lists? Can you please describe that scenario?

Answer. Ansar Bank and Mehr Bank are not receiving sanctions relief under U.S.
sanctions as part of the JCPOA and will still be denied access to the U.S. financial
system, the world’s largest commercial and financial market. This includes powerful
secondary sanctions that allow us to target foreign banks if they engage in trans-
actions with Iranian persons on the SDN List. We will continue to aggressively
enforce such measures.

Question. There is confusion over whether sanctions on Qassem Soulemani, the
head of the IRGC, will be lifted under the deal. Can you clarify whether U.S. and
EU sanctions will also be lifted? Why were individuals, like Soulemani, included in
a final deal and what process will be put in place to redesignate them should they
continue to engage in terrorism? Wouldn’t Iran see a redesignation of these individ-
uals as in violation of the deal?

Answer. Soleimani and other IRGC and Quds Force officials and entities are not
being delisted by the United States; they will remain designated for their support
for terrorism and other destabilizing activities, and all sanctions pertaining to them
will absolutely remain in effect and will be vigorously enforced.

The United States will maintain sanctions on the IRGC, the Quds Force, its lead-
ership, and its entire network of front companies—and the JCPOA has no effect on
those sanctions whatsoever. These are powerful sanctions that also target non-U.S.
persons, meaning that foreign banks that conduct business for, or on behalf of, the
Quds Force or Soleimani will risk being cut off from the U.S. financial system. In
addition to U.S. sanctions, the EU will continue to list Soleimani and the IRGC—
QF under other, nonnuclear sanctions authorities.

Question. Ayatollah Khamenei told supporters on July 18 that U.S. policies in the
region were “180 degrees” opposed to Iran’s at a speech in a Tehran mosque punc-
tuated by chants of “Death to America” and “Death to Israel.” Secretary Kerry, fol-
lowing those comments, you said, “If it is the policy, it’s very disturbing, it’s very
troubling.” Do you stand by these comments? If this is truly Iran’s policy toward
our Nation, why did we negotiate such a generous deal with them? What types of
behavior do you expect to see from Iran in the future?

Answer. This agreement is not about a change in the broader U.S. relationship
with Iran. It is about eliminating the biggest and most imminent threat—a nuclear-
armed Iran.

We do not have the luxury of only negotiating with our friends and allies. Just
as we managed to reach understandings with the Soviet Union on very specific secu-
rity issues despite our differences, our very real disagreements with Iran continue
and we have been honest about that with them. This deal advances the national
security interests of the United States and our closest allies, while furthering
regional security.

We have been clear from the beginning of this process that these negotiations are
only about the nuclear issue and that our end goal is preventing Iran from obtaining
a nuclear weapon and ensuring that Iran’s nuclear program is and will remain
peaceful going forward. This deal is about stopping Iran’s pathways to a nuclear
weapon, not changing all of the regime’s behavior.

Moreover, we will continue to counter Iran’s destabilizing and threatening actions
in the region aggressively. The President is committed to working closely with
Israel, the gulf countries and our other regional partners to do just that. Our sanc-
tions targeting Iran’s support for terrorism, its human rights abuses, and its desta-
bilizing activities in the region will remain in place and we will continue to vigor-
ously enforce them.

Question. Iran’s Ambassador to the U.N. after the Security Council approved of
a nuclear deal stated that “The resolution and the agreement also provided for the
termination of Council resolutions that unjustifiably placed sanctions on Iran for its
efforts to exercise its rights. Nobody had ever presented any proof indicating that
Iran’s programme had been anything but peaceful.” How does this statement stand
up to scrutiny as a report from May 2011 stated that there was evidence of Iranian
“studies involving the removal of the conventional high explosive payload from the
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warhead of the Shahab-3 missile and replacing it with a spherical nuclear pay-
9

load.”?

Answer. The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) documented many fail-
ures by Iran to comply with its safeguards obligations, which resulted in the JAEA
Board of Governors finding Iran in noncompliance with its Comprehensive Safe-
guards Agreement and referring the matter to the United Nations Security Council.
The Director General’s November 2011 report to the IAEA Board of Governors pro-
vided the most comprehensive and detailed public assessment of the possible mili-
tary dimensions of Iran’s nuclear program. In addition, the U.S. Intelligence Com-
munity assesses Iran had a structured nuclear weapons program until 2003.

Full implementation of the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA) will
verifiably prevent Iran from acquiring a nuclear weapon and ensure Iran’s nuclear
program is exclusively peaceful.

Question. If the IAEA certifies Iran has met its nuclear obligations under the
JCPOA, but has yet to make a finding on the possible military dimensions of Iran’s
nuclear program, will sanctions relief still be provided? What happens if the IJAEA
has additional questions and concerns that cannot be answered by December 15? Is
that a hard deadline, or can the Director report whenever he chooses? Will the
TAEA inspectors investigating the PMD file have full unfettered access to all sci-
entists and sites they deem necessary, or will Iran have a say in who and what they
can see? What happens if the IAEA concludes in future reports that it still cannot
rule out a possible military dimension to Iran’s program? Will this provide grounds
‘EOA }SX?PP back sanctions, or is this purely a technical issue between Iran and the

Answer. The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) and Iran have agreed
on a time-limited “roadmap” through which Iran will address the IAEA’s concerns,
including those specific issues set out in the IAEA Director General’s November
2011 report on PMD.

Under the JCPOA, Iran must complete the activities required of it in this road-
map by October 15, 2015, well in advance of any sanctions relief. If Iran does not
implement those commitments, we will not implement our commitment to provide
sanctions relief. The Director General will issue a report on PMD by December 15,
2015, as detailed in the roadmap.

The purpose of the “final assessment” is to resolve outstanding issues, not to give
Iran a clean bill of health. The U.S. Intelligence Community assesses that Iran had
a structured nuclear weapons program until 2003, as documented in the 2007
National Intelligence Estimate (NIE). The JCPOA is fundamentally focused on
ensuring that Iran’s nuclear program is exclusively peaceful. This is why the
JCPOA has the most rigorous verification regime ever negotiated, including a spe-
cial access provision that goes beyond the Additional Protocol in setting a defined
time limit to ensure the IAEA gets access to any undeclared locations suspected of
containing nuclear materials, nuclear activities, or other activities inconsistent with
the JCPOA.

We would take seriously any future concerns raised by the IAEA regarding Iran’s
implementation of its commitments under the JCPOA and/or its safeguards obliga-
tions. We have a range of options to address Iranian noncompliance so as to more
effectively deter Iran from violating the deal. Allegations that it was conducting
weapons-related work would obviously be the most serious and result in the most
serious of responses.

Question. If the same Iranian regime is in place 10, 15 years from now, with the
same record of support for terrorism and human rights abuses, why would we trust
it with an industrial sized enrichment program, when we don’t trust it today?

Answer. This deal is not about trust. It is about verifiably ensuring that Iran’s
nuclear program is and will remain peaceful going forward. Every one of Iran’s com-
mitments will be verified by the IAEA and reported. Important monitoring and
verification measures extend beyond 15 years; some extend for 25 years and some
are permanent. For example, the deal provides for Iranian ratification of the IAEA’s
Additional Protocol, which would make those transparency obligations permanent.
The Additional Protocol gives the IAEA the access and information it needs to pro-
vide credible assurances about the absence of undeclared nuclear activities in Iran
and will continue indefinitely.

The United States remains deeply concerned about Iran’s support for terrorism,
its destabilizing activities in the region, and its abysmal human rights record. All
U.S. terrorism and human rights-related sanctions will remain in place.

Question. If the Iranian regime moves to build an industrial sized nuclear pro-
gram after 15 years, what would your recommended course of action be for the
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United States? Could reimposition of sanctions be a successful deterrent when Iran
could breakout in days?

Answer. Under the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA), Iran is con-
strained to using only its first generation IR-1 centrifuges for the first 10 years.
Importantly, the transparency measures under the JCPOA will ensure unparalleled
insight into Iran’s program during this period, and various enhanced transparency
and monitoring measures will remain in place well past 10 years. Certain measures
will last for 15 years, others for 20-25 years, and some will last forever, such as
Iran’s adherence to the Additional Protocol. After 15 years, should we suspect Iran
is pursuing nuclear weapons, we would have the same options available to us then
as we do today to prevent such an effort from coming to fruition. Without a deal,
Iran would likely resume unconstrained research and development on advanced cen-
trifuges and could be in a position to field second generation centrifuges within
months and third generation centrifuges within years.

Question. To what extent, if any, will lifting the arms embargo and ballistic mis-
sile ban contribute to Iran’s ability to modernize its armed forces and expand its
influence in the region? Do you foresee, then, a conventional arms race in the Mid-
dle E%st, as Iran’s neighbors scramble to defend themselves from Iran’s growing
power?

Answer. The arms embargo and missile restrictions on Iran under U.N. Security
Council Resolution (UNSCR) 1929 were designed to pressure Iran specifically to
address the international community’s concerns with its nuclear program. UNSCR
1929 anticipated that the related restrictions would be lifted as Iran addressed
these concerns. Not surprisingly, Iran and Russia pushed for an immediate lifting
of the arms embargo and missile restrictions as soon as Iran came into compliance
with the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action. Through hard bargaining, we were
able to ensure that UNSCR 2231 codifying the JCPOA extends the arms embargo
and missile restrictions for an extended period of time, even after the JCPOA takes
effect. Even after these arms and missile restrictions on Iran are lifted, we can still
rely on a broad set of multilateral and unilateral tools, including other UNSCRs and
sanctions, to continue to restrict Iranian conventional arms and missiles. We will
also keep in place the U.S. sanctions that apply to Iran’s missile program, including
the “secondary” sanctions that apply to foreign banks that engage in transactions
with entities that have been designated for their role in the missile program.

This deal does not mark the beginning of an arms race in the Middle East. We
seek to undermine Iran’s capacity to execute attacks directly and through its part-
ners and proxies by expanding our cooperation with and strengthening the capacity
of regional partners. We are working to restrict Iran’s ability to move money and
material for illicit purposes through sanctions and direct action when necessary. We
remain committed to Israel’s security and that of our other regional allies, and we
continue to build up our partners’ capacity to defend themselves against Iranian
aggression.

Question. Iran is violating the arms embargo with shipments to Assad, Hezbollah,
and the Houthis. If Iran continues to violate the arms embargo what is the United
States prepared to do? If Iran will not adhere to this requirement, why should we
believe it will adhere to other provisions? If the United States will not snap back
sanctions for violations of the arms embargo, why should Iran believe in snapback
for other violations?

Answer. We will continue to hold the Iranian Government accountable for its ter-
rorist actions and destabilizing activities in the region, and have already engaged
in very forward-leaning initiatives to do just that. We worked with partner nations
to turn around a convoy that was bringing weapons to Yemen; thanks to inter-
national pressure, Iran was forced to turn around an Islamic Revolutionary Guard
Corps (IRGC) Naval flotilla that attempted to dock in Yemen in April 2015. As a
result of this effort, in May 2015, Iran sent an aid shipment to Yemen aboard the
Iranian merchant vessel Nejat through proper U.N. channels in Djibouti. We also
continue to work with our partners to restrict Iran’s ability to move money and
material for illicit purposes through sanctions.

The JCPOA contains specific language in its annexes, which lay out what is
expected of whom and when. That precision is what gives us confidence we will be
able to hold Iran accountable. If Iran violates its commitments once we have sus-
pended sanctions, we can promptly snap back both U.S. and U.N. sanctions. In the
U.N., the United States has the ability to effectively force the reimposition of those
sanctions, no matter which country objects. This puts us in a strong position to
ensure resumption of sanctions should the Iranians violate the deal.
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Question. The administration has cited various international and domestic author-
ities that will allow the United States to continue addressing Iranian arms exports
and imports. The agreement specifically highlights the Iran, North Korea, Syria
Non-Proliferation Act as a U.S. sanctions law that will remain in effect. The GAO
recently conducted a review and found the State Department had failed to carry out
the law, and was some 3 years behind in issuing mandatory reports under the law.
What are you doing to come into compliance with the law? Why has the administra-
tion been out of compliance with the law?

Answer. The Iran, North Korea, and Syria Nonproliferation Act (INKSNA) is an
important tool in the nonproliferation toolkit and the Department has sanctioned a
substantial number of foreign persons pursuant to INKSNA. In response to the re-
cent GAO report regarding the timeliness of the INKSNA reports, the Department
is reviewing its INKSNA process and continuing to incorporate lessons learned into
each new reporting cycle. We are working to get the remaining INKSNA reports
submitted as soon as possible.

Question. Throughout the negotiations, including in the weeks prior to the agree-
ment, the administration promised “anywhere, anytime” inspections. The agreement
now allows “managed access” and could take up to 24 days to resolve any disputes
over access and allow actual inspections. Why the 24 day period? Are you fully con-
fident that the 24 day window for inspectors to gain access to suspect sites is suffi-
cient to prevent Iran from hiding its activities or covering its tracks?

Answer. The suggestion that we sought anytime/anywhere inspections is not accu-
rate—the administration did not seek anytime/anywhere inspections. The IAEA has
never had anytime/anywhere inspections except in Iraq for a period of time after
the 1991 war (until Iraq stopped cooperating) and the concept has never been
accepted for the IAEA as part of a negotiated agreement. Throughout the JCPOA
negotiations, we sought to ensure the IAEA would have access wherever it needed
to go/whenever it needed to go to verify that Iran is complying with its commit-
ments. The JCPOA has achieved just that. The IAEA has the access it needs to do
its job in Iran.

To be clear, the IAEA can request access to any suspicious location with 24 hours’
notice under the Additional Protocol, which Iran will implement under this deal.
This deal does not change that baseline. It enhances it, by creating a new mecha-
nism to ensure the IAEA gets the access it needs and setting a firm limit to resolve
access issues—24 days. Without the special access provisions we negotiated in the
JCPOA, Iran could stonewall the IAEA for years. The IAEA has been seeking access
to the Parchin facility for well over 3 years.

Either Iran must provide the necessary access to resolve the International Atomic
Energy Agency’s (IAEA) concerns within 24 days (at the maximum), or Iran would
be in violation of its Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA) commitments and
sanctions could be snapped back. Our experts believe, and the history in Iran and
elsewhere has shown, that a site contaminated with nuclear materials is very un-
likely to be successfully sanitized within 24 days, or longer for that matter.

Question. A great deal of weaponization work does not include nuclear material.
Won't Iran be able to conceal or move nonnuclear related weaponization work easily
within the 24 day window?

Answer. Iran’s JCPOA commitments, including on transparency and on refraining
from certain weaponization-related activities, will better position the international
community to detect weaponization activities and better position the IAEA to de-
mand access.

The TAEA has historically had good success, including in Iran, in detecting traces
of nuclear material following months of sanitization efforts. Other activities of con-
cern, such as work on explosively driven neutron sources, could also leave signa-
tures. Certain small-scale activities not involving nuclear material might be quickly
removed, but a covert effort to develop a nuclear weapon would necessarily also
include larger and less easily concealed activities, including some with nuclear
materials, that could be uncovered even after 24 days to resolve access issues. Iran
would also face the risk in undertaking a covert weapons program that the IAEA
could detect signatures inconsistent with their explanation of activities at a sus-
picious location. The ability for the IAEA to have assured access to any location in
Iran could serve as a powerful deterrent against a covert attempt to develop a
nuclear weapon.

Question. While monitoring facilities with satellites during the 24 day period will
detect large-scale efforts at deception; i.e., repaving areas, ferreting out nuclear
material or equipment, how will you prevent Iran from covering up other activities,
like computer modeling for weaponization purposes?
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Answer. Iran’s JCPOA commitments, including on transparency and on refraining
from certain weaponization-related activities, will better position the international
community to detect weaponization activities and better position the IAEA to
demand access. Furthermore, our intelligence community will continue its robust
efforts to identify any activities that would be inconsistent with this JCPOA.

There is no realistic verification system that could reliably ensure detection of all
activities like computer modeling for nuclear weapons. However, such activities
have been detected in Iran in the past and the explicit prohibition on conducting
such work in the JCPOA means that these activities would now be grounds to find
Iran in violation of its JCPOA commitments and snapback sanctions.

Question. What happens if after the 24 day period Iran has still not provided ac-
cess to a site? Why are there no consequences spelled out in the agreement for spe-
cific violations? It would appear the only mechanism is to go to the Security Council
and reimpose all sanctions?

Answer. We have the ability to snap back U.N. Security Council sanctions and/
or U.S. domestic sanctions on our own authority, but we also have other means at
our disposal short of snapback. Of course, we expect the Joint Commission to have
an opportunity to resolve a range of compliance issues, including at the Ministers
level if needed, and we have provided for this in the JCPOA itself. And because we
have enormous leverage, we expect this process to be effective. We also have a range
of other options for addressing minor noncompliance. These range from snapping
back certain domestic sanctions to respond to minor but persistent violations of the
JCPOA, to using our leverage in the Joint Commission on procurement requests.

Question. As part of the IAEA process of requesting site access, the agency must
provide Iran “reasons for access in writing and will make available relevant infor-
mation.” Won’t this reveal sources and methods and jeopardize future monitoring
capability? Will we be limited in the number of times we are willing to come forward
because we are concerned about exposing our sources?

Answer. The requirement to provide the “reasons for access in writing and [to]
make available relevant information” is consistent with standard safeguards prac-
tice by the IAEA. The information provided would be at the discretion of the IAEA
and would not compromise the IAEA’s methods or ability to press for access. The
TAEA has a long track record of making use of relevant information in a way that
advances, rather than jeopardizes, its access rights.

Question. If Iran adheres to the agreement to the letter, aren’t restrictions on the
number and types of centrifuges that Iran can install lifted after year 157 Is that
also not true for the number of enrichment facilities and the amount of R&D Iran
can conduct? If Iran chooses to install advanced centrifuges after year 15, what
would Iran’s breakout time be? At that point if Iran did break out, would the inter-
national community have any options to stop Iran other than military force? We
could not reimpose sanctions and have a meaningful impact in weeks or months at
that point, correct?

Answer. Under the JCPOA, Iran is constrained to using only its first generation
IR-1 centrifuges for the first 10 years. Iran will have the option after year 10 to
undertake a gradual development of its enrichment program, but it will be limited
to enriching only up to 3.67 percent and constrained to a minimal 300 kg stockpile
for another 5 years. These limitations are important to ensuring that Iran’s break-
out timeline does not drop dramatically after year 10. Importantly, the transparency
measures under the JCPOA will ensure unparalleled insight into Iran’s program.
Certain transparency and monitoring measures will last for 15 years, others for 20—
25 years, and some will last indefinitely, such as Iran’s adherence to the Additional
Protocol. After 15 years, should we suspect Iran is pursuing nuclear weapons, we
would have the same options available to us then as we do today to prevent such
an effort from coming to fruition.

Question. The 24 day challenge inspection process only lasts for 10 years and then
inspections will be done according to the Additional Protocol, correct? What is the
process for handling denial of access to suspect sites under the Additional Protocol?
My understanding is the dispute goes to the IAEA Board of Governors which may,
or may not, refer the matter to the U.N. Security Council. This process can take
months and there is no guarantee of access.

Answer. No, the special access provision under the Joint Comprehensive Plan of
Action (JCPOA) lasts for 15 years. It is precisely the concern about Iran attempting
to game the process to achieve delay that makes the JCPOA access provision for
15 years so valuable.
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And while Iran could seek to deny the IAEA access after that point, the United
States can and would work with our international partners on the IAEA Board of
Governors and elsewhere—as it has in the past—to ensure that any failure by Iran
to comply with its JAEA safeguards obligations would be brought the U.N. Security
Council and acted upon. This existing IAEA process is available both during and
after the 15 years that the special access provision is in place, and it is a significant
deterrent to Iran: the UNSCRs in place for the past 9 years were a result of the
TAEA’s referral of Iran’s noncompliance to the Security Council. In addition, the
United States retains the right to pursue unilateral or multilateral steps with our
European and other allies to bring Iran back into compliance with its obligations.

Question. Iran is only required to “seek” ratification of the Additional Protocol in
year 8 of an agreement. What happens if the ratification does not take place? Why
is the ratification only after 8 years? Beyond the NPT, what in this agreement is
legally binding on Iran prior to ratification of the Additional Protocol?

Answer. Iran has committed to provisionally apply the Additional Protocol start-
ing on Implementation Day. Under international law, provisional application is le-
gally binding, pending ratification. Iran was not willing to take the permanent step
of ratifying the Additional Protocol until the United States and EU terminated sanc-
tions, which we were not prepared to do until Iran had complied with the JCPOA
for a substantial period of time. In the meantime, beginning on Implementation
Day, Iran will be legally obligated to abide by the Additional Protocol.

There is no end date to this JCPOA commitment, and it is not tied to any dura-
tion in the JCPOA.

If Iran fails to ratify the AP, we would have to determine whether it “sought” rati-
fication in good faith: if it did not, that would be inconsistent with its JCPOA com-
mitment and, potentially, a case of “significant nonperformance” that could trigger
snapback. We would also look very closely at Iran’s overall performance under the
JCPOA, including its willingness to continue provisional application of the AP, to
determine whether Iran was in full compliance.

Question. In 2003, Iran agreed to voluntarily adhere to the Additional Protocol.
We all know that Iran cheated on the commitment and then pulled out of the com-
mitment. President Rouhani famously boasted how he fooled the West. What has
changed in Iran that gives you confidence that Iran will not repeat the pattern of
cheating?

Answer. First, Iran has committed to provisionally apply the Additional Protocol,
which makes it legally binding on Iran pending ratification. This is different from
the “voluntary” implementation Iran undertook in 2003. Second, this time any Ira-
nian failure to abide by the Additional Protocol would risk a snapback of sanctions
by the U.N. Security Council, the United States, and the European Union.

Question. The agreement includes an entire Annex on Civil Nuclear Cooperation.
Under what parameters will the United States participate in nuclear cooperation
with Iran, the leading state sponsor of terrorism?

Answer. Russia and China will take the lead on the projects that have been iden-
tified to date (regarding Fordow and Arak, respectively), and other countries may
participate in additional projects. Any cooperation between the United States and
Iran would be of limited scope and consistent with current law, which significantly
restricts any such cooperation with Iran.

Question. Will the administration seek a formal U.S.-Iran civilian nuclear coopera-
tion agreement under section 123 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954? Under what
circumstances would we allow the export of U.S.-controlled nuclear technology to
Iran?

Answer. The United States has no intention to seek a civil nuclear cooperation
(i.e. “123”) agreement with Iran, nor do we envision engaging in the sort of coopera-
tion that would require such an agreement. Any export of U.S.-controlled nuclear
technology to Iran would have to conform with existing law and be subject to policy
consideration of whether such an export would advance U.S. objectives vis-a-vis
Iran.

Question. Will we continue to confront Iran’s abysmal human rights record, in-
cluding through the imposition of sanctions with respect to the transfer of goods or
technologies to Iran that are likely to be used to commit human rights abuses?

Answer. U.S. sanctions that focus on Iran’s human rights abuses will remain in
effect, and we will continue to use these authorities to vigorously target the per-
petrators of such abuses. Pursuant to Executive Order 13606, the Treasury Depart-
ment, in consultation with the State Department, has designated entities for the
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provision of information technology that could be used by the Government of Iran
to commit serious human rights abuses; these entities will remain designated. Simi-
larly, our sanctions against entities and individuals we have designated under Exec-
utive Order 13553 for their involvement or complicity in serious human rights
abuses will remain in place, as will sanctions against entities and individuals we
have designated under E.O. 13628 for restricting the freedoms of expression or
peaceful assembly of Iranians. Such entities include the Islamic Revolutionary
Guards Corps (IRGC), the Basij, the Ministry of Intelligence and Security (MOIS),
the Ministry of Culture and Islamic Guidance, the Committee to Determine
Instances of Criminal Content, and the Iranian Cyber Police; we have also sanc-
tioned top officials within some of these organizations.

We will continue to press Iran to end its mistreatment of its citizens. We will con-
tinue to cosponsor and lobby for the U.N. General Assembly’s annual resolution
expressing deep concern at human rights violations in Iran and to lead lobbying
efforts to maintain the mandate of the Special Rapporteur on human rights in
Iran—a mandate we were instrumental in establishing through our leadership at
the U.N. Human Rights Council. We will continue to document Iran’s human rights
violations and abuses in our annual Human Rights and International Religious
Freedom Reports. Additionally, we will continue to raise our voice in support of the
h%einian people and their desire for greater respect for human rights and the rule
of law.

Question. As you know, I chair the State Department Management Subcommittee
of SFRC. Since being sworn in as Secretary of State, what efforts have you person-
ally made to ensure that the State Department is more efficient and effective?

Answer. During my tenure as Secretary, I have launched several efforts to ensure
that the Department is more efficient and effective. I have focused on improving our
technology; streamlining internal operations; strengthening knowledge manage-
ment; enhancing our workforce; and improving strategic planning and performance
management.

Improving our Technology

As the breach to our network demonstrated, the Department is facing cybersecu-
rity challenges similar to those of other Federal agencies. Several efforts illustrate
the commitment I have made, as Secretary, to strengthening our cybersecurity. I
hired a new Deputy CIO for Information Security and doubled the information secu-
rity budget and staffing. I have continued and strengthened the Department’s sys-
tem for continuous monitoring of IT systems (known as “iPost”), which was estab-
lished under Secretary Clinton. This program, which goes beyond what is required
by the Federal Information Security Management Act (FISMA), has served as the
model for the Department of Homeland Security’s Continuous Diagnostic and Miti-
gation (CDM) program, which is now being deployed to Agencies government-wide.
Under my leadership, we have significantly accelerated our deployment of card-
based two-factor authentication and are on target to complete global deployment to
all Department network users by December 31, 2015. We are also restricting and
reducing the number of users with privileged system access.

In addition to these efforts, we are also segmenting our network to protect our
most sensitive data (such as personnel and consular records) from the Internet,
while moving appropriate work to a separate outward-facing, cloud-based network.
Not only will this segmentation strengthen our network security, but this transition
of appropriate work to a cloud-based architecture will also significantly enhance the
mobility and productivity of our people and the efficiency of our operations. By the
end of fiscal year (FY) 2016, all Department employees will have unclassified cloud-
based tools and collaboration tools (such as collaborative document-editing). We are
also leveraging the cloud to enhance operations, such as rolling out a cloud-based
integrated business process management platform to serve as a one-stop shop for
a wide variety of employee services (such as facility requests).

Likewise, we are deploying wireless networks within select domestic and overseas
facilities (including to 20 overseas posts by the end of FY 2016) to improve staff pro-
ductivity and realize cost-savings. For example, Embassy London—one of the first
posts to take part in this pilot—estimated that having wireless capabilities would
yield cost-avoidance through lower cellular data costs and reduce the amount of con-
sular staff time required for data-entry that could be done on-the-spot if wireless
were available for hand-held devices.

In addition to improving technology Department-wide, we are also in the midst
of a focused effort to transform our consular technology platform—the architecture
at the center of how the Department interacts with the American public. Outages
in our consular systems in 2014 and 2015 that limited our ability to serve the public
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through passport and visa issuance have deepened our commitment to modernizing.
Our modernization effort is two-pronged. We are improving our existing infrastruc-
ture to stabilize current systems (12 databases and 92 software applications, many
of which are 20 years old) and lay the foundation for more modernized systems. Our
focus is a more stable, reliable, and efficient database infrastructure with ample
redundancy to reduce system outages.

Concurrently, we are replacing legacy systems with ConsularOne, a single, all-in-
one platform suite of citizen and noncitizen services. We have started with online
passport renewal, which will enable citizens to submit renewal applications, pay-
ment, and photos online. By eliminating the current paper- and mail-based process,
we estimate we will increase processing speed by approximately 2 weeks, thereby
enhancing customer satisfaction. In partnership with the Department of Homeland
Security (DHS), we are also moving to an online immigrant visa application, which
will reduce the overall processing time by several months and simplify a process
that many U.S. citizens navigate as they support immigrant family members in
coming to the United States.

Streamlining Internal Operations

As Secretary, I have launched efforts to streamline several internal operational
processes—everything from service requests to travel and conference room reserva-
tions. We expect these efforts to save staff time and result in cost-savings. For ex-
ample, last year, we embarked on an ambitious initiative to develop and deploy a
cloud-based solution to deliver an integrated service management platform to maxi-
mize employee productivity and increase service efficiency. This consolidated system
will replace over 400 stand-alone servers and numerous homegrown, one-off solu-
tions to more efficiently deliver, track, and measure enterprise services for over
150,000 State Department and other government agency employees at embassies
and consulates worldwide. We are expanding the success of this approach overseas
to our domestic operations to have a single, unified system worldwide.

We are also streamlining the process for purchasing airline tickets—a frequent
type of transaction in a Department where employees travel extensively. Drawing
on results of a December 2014 survey of 9,000 Department employees, we are work-
ing with GSA and our travel contractor to increase the use of our online reservation
tool, which we estimate will save approximately $65 per transaction and up to
$700,000 per year.

Similarly, based on a Department-wide user experience survey and a comprehen-
sive assessment of our conference rooms and utilization rates, we are shifting from
a highly decentralized, labor-intensive reservation process to an online, centralized
one across our Washington, DC, facilities. We expect this effort to save personnel
time and boost utilization of existing space, while also greatly easing access to the
“collaborative space” that enables our diplomats to engage in the teamwork that is
increasingly central to effective diplomacy.

Strengthening Knowledge Management

I have launched an initiative to transform the way we manage knowledge man-
agement at the Department, given the vital role it plays in diplomacy. This effort
was highlighted in the 2015 Quadrennial Diplomacy and Development Review
(QDDR) released in April, which emphasized the importance of harnessing knowl-
edge, data, and technology. In particular, we are creating two technology platforms
to transform how our people produce, access, and use information to pursue our for-
eign policy objectives more effectively and efficiently. First, we are developing a
user-friendly portal through which staff will be able to search for a specific issue,
region, or person across a wide variety of sources (e.g., emails, cables, information
and action memoranda). Second, we are creating a mobile-friendly contact manage-
ment system to give our diplomats on-the-go access to relevant, up-to-date informa-
tion about their foreign counterparts, such as topics discussed during last point of
contact. Given the personnel transitions that occur every year in the Department
with the rotational model of the Foreign Service, this tool will enable diplomats new
to their assignments to quickly get up-to-speed.

In a related effort also highlighted in the 2015 QDDR, we have established a cen-
ter for data analytics to improve our policy and operational effectiveness in this new
era of “Big Data.” This unit will collaborate with our overseas missions and domes-
tic offices to enhance the use of analytical tools and make data more accessible to
employees and senior leaders. This effort will enable the Department to leverage
data and information to uncover trends; foster strategic thinking to connect policy
to operations; and enhance and integrate big-data analytics into our problemsolving
and decisionmaking.
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Enhancing our Workforce

Our single most important asset as a Department is our people and the most pru-
dent investments we can make in a resource-constrained environment are in them.
To this end, as Secretary, I have launched several efforts to improve training for
and the evaluation of our workforce. The 2015 QDDR included specific recommenda-
tions to invest in our workforce by expanding the core training curriculum, increas-
ing long-term training options as well as excursion tours to other agencies. Although
enrollment at the Foreign Service Institute (FSI) has increased 56 percent since
2010 while appropriated funding has declined 28 percent, I have driven innovation
in several critical areas. This includes developing new content, improving method-
ology, and increasing accessibility of our training programs. The Department is also
implementing a core curriculum for our personnel and emphasizing continued train-
ing throughout the course of an employee’s career. These improvements are enhanc-
ing the effectiveness of our people in executing on our foreign policy objectives.

Likewise, I have streamlined and improved the processes we use to evaluate staff
performance. For example, we have revamped and shortened the Employee Evalua-
tion Report used for Foreign Service personnel to focus on employee effectiveness
in achieving goals, rather than focusing on competencies in performing tasks. We
have also updated the mid-year professional development form to promote earlier
and better performance related discussions, establish clear expectations and goals,
and identify areas of excellence and areas for additional professional growth.

I have also taken steps to increase the flexibility, diversity, and overall work-life
wellness of our workforce. These efforts, highlighted in the 2015 QDDR, are improv-
ing the Department’s ability to efficiently and effectively promote our strategic pri-
orities and deliver foreign assistance. We are working to increase the agility of our
workforce so that we can get the right people with the right skills, in the right place
at the right time. The requirement that we respond quickly and deploy expertise
wherever it is needed is driving us to create expanded opportunities for Foreign
Service, Civil Service, and local staff abroad to take on temporary rotational assign-
ments to fill staffing gaps, more quickly align skills with positions and speed hiring.

A diverse workforce—one that more closely reflects the diversity of our Nation—
is also critical to our ability to achieve our foreign policy objectives effectively. We
are therefore making significant efforts to recruit and support women, minorities,
LGBTI persons, and persons with disabilities. Our recruitment initiatives i